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a 
gation aod eventual roneaegatitn of school. d 


‘ ; . ies 
Since thebe data were, not a 6 
, we. Cs 
avgllabhe, Gol anat was forced’ to realy on his existing data feurces, which: were 

,™* Call 


« e LY 


available ‘to him: as a result of the updating of the data Sage used in his - 


igasures such as chose. provided by. he ws. Census, 


massive study of educational Opporturity ordered By éoigedas - section, 402 of. 
In the research model selected - 


. 


One crucial 


the. Civil Rights Act of | 1964 (Coleman, 1966), 


x 


by Coleman, white’ flight? was inferred tron enrollment dacdGiees, 


. . * 
a “a ke : halal 


assumption necessary for the justifiéacion of this research model; is the equa~ 


a . » ¢ 


tion of enrol tment declinds with white flight, a en | ne 


- Enrollment declines gan requilt from out-migration, associated with dasegraga~ ‘ 
sae ‘howaver, other tmsouenit PACEOES 's transfers td non-public schools,’ birth 
ed 


_ Fate decline, and established eee 8 of Ger eabPoeeon can also affect enroll 7 


s 2 oF 
ieee: ‘Coleman's data base did not ontain information. on non=public school, 


. enrollment. He (19730) believed that transfers. to a achools explained . 7 


_ only & small Proportion of: the lose of whi 


resulted from residential ttovement, That 


. white eThghty no distinction wag ale betweeit transfers to non-public ‘achools 


. anid residential changes. Tn addition, the. gitects of birtlrate dachineo and 


“s ‘ 
‘ egtablishad patter of outendgrat toy were hot ‘analyzed, yo 


{ “ 1 7 , , \ 
ow fet “4 , 4 


ednsequences. ‘And: particularly when. dgsegregation , gcourg through. ae - 


t 


ho 
‘ 


Coleman' 8 documentation of the déxistance of whilte flight wads based on ve 


wf 


4 examination bt 67 cities Siew he ai PPasa in two »groups, the 21 largest ang the 


. ¥ 


46 next in” bigd.. ‘He’ (1975p) guimiardzad at finding by ateting: v 7 < ,  * JS 


; 7 8 loss Se whites did retake. — there was a feduatidd of 
' ‘Segregation ‘The effect was gupstantial for the group of large 
eieies, but much shaller for the ‘ama tter. cities, This is an ' 
; average effect, and phe effect for different. cities differs wo 
_ considerably from the average. (For. ‘example, according. to our -'+ 
ee estimates’ for some of thase cities - which had substantial decrease 
rd in ‘segregation over this period, 4t was largest in Atlanta and 
Memphis, Less large in San Fraqgisco and Indianapo fis, and ‘absént 


in Tampa.) The effect was intensified when the dgsegrogating 
a3 city .had a high proportion, of blacks and when theter.was a high 
Msparity in racial composition betwadn subuybs and-city (i.e., f 
: a high> rigrsbation betweén districts): Ma fadteata above, the 
os ae ~ afffect-was much smaller for the smaller.c¥tiés. . . . Insofar . 


ag we could determine (though the evidence is not axvensive 
enough: to aliow atrong statements on this question), the accele~ 


ont 7 rated loga. gf. whites appears to be a one-time effect, occurring 


, in the yoar of. dasegregation. but witkout a cont inping accelerated 
loss in: aubééquent years. (pp. 76-77) « 


a Pe E Y) 
. 


Coleman. (19758) recommended chat local communities should be ree to’ address 
. 


the pacer ens ee school segregation. He one sted that individual students 


should ba given or allowed to retain. the right attend their neighborhood | 


“ 


Scheel or - another school if the school chodan made no higher proportion of ie 


i 


gaine race than did ne eee eeers school: Coleman stated that the courts 
‘shoud continue to enforce the Fourteenth Amandeent rights’ of Black children. 


x 


; There ‘enela strong and often negative reactign to the regearct Findings and 


opt Policy recommenda tong of Coleman. Criticism emphasized the nature’ of the, Tew 


“ < t 


‘sults, certain ' Aspecta of RSME IORY: s ilciumciaed the cities included, and 


his policy, taccimendatdons. His” peeadtoh node and the. assumptions upon which , 


tf = 


45 tt was predicated, were not “challenged + Thate were a number of replication 


7 : 
 studtes : Anyotvane reanalysie | of the gama basic. data base with minor methodological 


modifications, : 


a. , vm 
" There, were Anitial ‘succesaas an chal Longing Coleman's resulta Uging ar 


‘ + shightly different mabhiod: to aoeeoe cbttes tor inglvston in the analyéis, focus~ 
tifg. on nogetlacte students rather than whtte: students and examining oly alemen- 
tary schools, Fat ley (1975) fqund no significant Reset tonality between white 
Alighe gna school desegregation in a sample of he nation’ 8 lafgest Site. 


Far ley*g research severed a span of five yeara wheraas, Coleman’ 8 study several 


oe one, Honever the mast {mportant' difference between the two studtes was 
hia. be 


n berms of level of spatisticay sophistication. Because of ‘Lts complexity, 


¥ 


# Godeman' F) atudy. was much more Likely’ to produce eeieieeai results, | 
" Re (1976) semployad techniques similar to those of Coleman and Farley to: 

i~ 
flighc. Like Coleman's other critics, she wad Ancent on biovtee him 


: ye . 
pf, ascenced bis model and ite el ca dnd foeudad on she school dis- 


' 


a etsdbaelyaed. “tt was her feeling chia the weakness i Coleman's approach 
Mins tom the fact that Ke did not study and Sonpane achools actua}ly inweiwed. 
tn school desegregation. Her atudy included 86 cities which were categorized as 
4 
vA _ having either high, madium, or Lavy levels of desegregat ton: Using the viper 


24 
® 


ae 


of white ‘students as a .depéndent variable, she found no differancas between 
> re ’ 


: pre-desegregation and post- ddbegregation, rons or any eigiificant Eevee scnenay 
between achool desegtonnvion and meee: Eldght. Rossell believed that the ' 
a between her results ‘anid Coleman's gould ba at tributed to’ the fact. 

v ‘ 
ehise the schop districte studied by Coleman were not eneneee tng court-ordered 
desatee wean while ‘she had dagferontiated between those cca that had — 
a a court-ordered Sense oearios And those that. had not. % 
Giles et al, (1974) supported’ Rescett 8 conclusions concerning the Lack, lof 


» ya relationship between mare flight aia achool sy sas Although they 


did find a shift of white scaledes to private sthoajs, thay emphasized that the 
i ; ' 


™ : . eee ‘ a 


. > : . 
z phife ddd not,occur in a propertton 30 large as‘ to ehecnren desegregated schyol- 


ing. * The, daca they reportad led them> to dene luge that there is no distinct 
b 


’ 
e4 


"tlpping sola which causes’ tapid Tesegregation of the sihoales 


*S Satiignother eeudy, Mercer and Scout: (1976) found no significant difference 
“4° “SOHC 4 AY , 
between 23 desbavacnted and 67 segregated school digtricts in California wens 


oo and rate of shane in white residence ware analyzed. 
ae Gresnsand Pettigrew (1976) attempted to duplicate Aisuan’s research but 


added several cities which they believed should be among the classification of , 
"largest" cities. Tiey were unable to find the positive correlation between ; 
: : i. ta } ; 
« desegregation and white flight reported by Coleman*and, in-fact, reported, a nega- 


tive correlation. In endeavoring to explain the inconsistencies between the , ( 


r 
‘Eindinga of Coleman and other researchers, they cited nethodological tdif ferences 


. 


- ranging from the obvious (choice @& achéola ta. be Thelided in the eotudy) to. — 
aubtle (type of ie aigoritin used) > They were highly critical of eotenad 8 


methods and soneiderad * unfortunate that the bulk’ of _the ‘nedia coverage had — 


vy 


‘+ focused on him rather than ae researchers whose conclusions apes 0 


. 


1 ba based on more solid av ea. eorenens was criticized for Hig uni Lingness | 7 


: to make his data widely available,. his tendency to react with anget when critd- -* 


cized, and the sondiuatons that he had drawn from his anes, Ti particular, they 
were: ee of his eanteney to make what they considered untarranted pu fi. 


J 
" ‘Palio statements on court-ordered busing. - Green iad Pattigrew (1976 


summarized u- 


b the results of ‘the’ major eendide on white. flight as follows: 
4 . e P 7 7 
i. There has been a‘ long-term trend of. whites leaving the cities “ "+ 

and of blacks migrating into these ard@as. 


Zee All the studies agree: that desegregation and* white flight 
ara not related in the attaller cities. yo ay 
a” ; ‘ a 4 ‘ 
3. In the someeeupstate, school districts, desagregation has ' 
little or no effect on white flight.¢ 


Tne . = 


\ 7 ‘ 
i rT : . . Ler ; . . 
oe Se ' 4 ‘ 2 


} cf, a ee 
7 I t .* . : e Se a 
7 ‘ rN rants eo { A * o4 , A 
r » . ‘ 
t ; at 
‘ . ’ ‘ oe af ‘ 
- t _/ ‘, 
7 ae 4, Couxtr-ordered desegregatidn has not had effects on white . e a ee 
o Clighe. different from desggregation resulting ‘from other 2” | 
factors, such as aa arn or neighborhood trangition. | , a 
f ‘ oo t 7 é 
so 3, ‘The oy 0 white and black students from large city dis- 
‘tricts#” is related. to’ the proportidn of blatk students ' 
‘attending these districts.. In part, the "proportion. black"’ 
me variable is a surrogate for a range of other varigblea. 7 . 


frdm eroding “tax bases to old housing stocks. 


’ 6. Per extend'ive achool dégegregay ton may hasten the white : ) my, 
flight, phenomenon, particularly in the largest non~metro= ad 
politan districts in the South, the effect, if it obtains 
¢ at all, may only: be observed temporarily du¢ing the first 
year of desegregation, and then only for those families — oh 
which have ie ore made plans ‘to move, (p. 401) ~ ( 


q Green and Pettigrew werefoincedty eetedeal of Coleman'sSpublic policy pos{- 


tions ‘stating:  - mS . : ; 


. 


‘ fiers 1s only a tenuous conneet ion between Coteuad’ g ‘ : 
“research results and Coleman's anti- -busing, political opinions. | , 
His own findings, as well ag those of. other Kesearchets, argue , 
strongly for metropolitan approaches to school ‘desegregation,- . 
but he strongly resista this direction in court appearances, 
pan testimony, and his speech at an anti- “bus fag conference | 
‘Ln pets past December. (p. 402) . 


Acietaiiy, uging his data base, the critics of Poleman’ were succdssful in 


obtaining results that ‘supported their Sepouttion However, the more atudies 
2 
that were conduated, the more the results agreed with Colemah. Although there 
were a.variety of dona wieions bethe drawn, the basic findings of Coleman: wera 
vo. 
not ‘imputed. *, . . 4 r a i 
» ” . , 


Faxdey altared mAs ox igtinal position on wh{te flight soncluding that in ’ 


large central pie gas ‘with more than one~third of the student enrollment Black, 
c ’ 
‘there was a substantial oe in white student enrollment pocompanying school 


* ‘ 
{ dasagregatian (Tarley & Wurdoch, 1977). The loss was reported to ba twice 4 
Chat which could be expected to occur without desegregation, Rogsel1 (1978c) 


was algo forced to recant her earlier position on white flight. She now agraas : 


with Coleman that white flight 1s accelerated by school desagragation. ‘ 


ee 


o : : : 2 5 eres 
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7 1 The major $ccempt to expand the Coleman model, to include additional factors 


_ was made by Armor (1978). His methodology took into account the declining birth- 


rate an eatablished trends o¢ -bucaudpeaedons Jefferson ey was one af the 
aerert districts included in Armor's ‘study. His findings were “aimilar to those 

. of this study axcept that his projection of the trend ‘of out-migration. was 

lower. Therefore, he estimated a loss of white students actrbycable td secéie= ‘ 
rated out-migratton in “numbers somewhat Riches than the est inated pregented in a 


fe this study. for the same rédason,- his projections showed the effects to be or 


’ oo 


jongey'ducatien: Except, for JefFerson County where he used data obtained from 


$ - this atudy, Agfor's investigation did not include information on the transfer 
~ \ a . ‘ 


=) 


of students’ ele ag metoohs. oO . 3. 7 “ = 
H 
Nenoes s pend ings daghagkeed that in larger districts with minor} y enroll- 


mants ‘in’ excess ‘of 20 ._percent and having deteasibte white suburbs, desagregation — 


ow 


, does cause an increase in out-migration of white families. However, this occurs -_ 


only as Ehe desegregation effort includes busing and the reassignment | of mick 
‘, Py ry ua ry 
stodenta® The effects are largest when desegregation 1s first initiated; howbver, 


s 


losses sometimes occur in. anticipation of the actual implementation of desagrega- 
, re ee ’ 
tion, Alsog the accélerated out-migration affect may continue for saveral years. 


His results and cénclusions are in substantial agreement with chose oe Coleman, 


Mae 


¢ 


Parley, and Rosgell, ; , = ‘ 
¢ i . ; t 
Declining white~ enrollment can undeniably be associatad with increased deseg- 


r ow 
‘ragation. Attempts to dispute cligee conclusions through a further reanalysis of 


the sama data will be futile. It is not Gieman 9 vauules or the conclusions 


‘based on teas results that ‘Should — quest toned but the aestinpEsods chad underlie 
; os 
his basic. model. Just bacausa ae dechighe. oft Che? same.t ng that 
desegregation i ceuaaas dude not prove that increased degegregatjon Aree white “oy 
e ’ enrollibnt tg declind. furtharmdre, 7a decline in white envolinent doas 1 not maan | ) 
— , * | , i : a | = | 
\ : ip o. ’ ‘ 
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, a 4 _— oe 
. : _ 1, « 
that whites are leaving the district.- Thig may reflect the overail declirte that, 
a . oo " , . : . ‘ = +> 7. 
. v 4 
hag been occurying {n birthrate, no yrnene to nen pubite eee or some other 


“dendgraphic phenbmenori unrelated to ‘sghool, desegregation, “The. majority of re~ 


4 + 
daatch has “eed the Coleman ‘mpdél mainly bawause data for’ more sophisticdted 
CE ad 
ere is nor readily a eae 


Desegregation has taken plac& in too few localities’ to allow rigorous analy- 


ges and defimite panel nanan Widely divecient results can be obtained depending 
‘ 7 
on the criteria used for the ablection of the systems to be inclyided in a Save 


cular é6tudy. The state of the art of statistical analysis has not reached a 
7 = o 


point where data Wharacterized by {Lntercorrelations among dependent ‘variables _ 
can be analyzed 4n a manner that does not lead to amibiguity in interpretation. 


; \ ‘ 
There are many design approaches, each of which can be expected to yield sofe~ 


what different results. a) ~ sy 
» : . ? 
Further variatioris of Coleman's research modél, while accepting his passump— 


tions and using his data base, cannot be expected to produce much new and useful 


information. .Orfield (1978) and Levine and Meyer (1977) argued against the 


e 


, macro approach ‘to studying the effecta of desegregation which involves lumping 


together diverse school dtstEters in favor of case studies (p. 454). 


«» Lord and Catau (1976) studied the Charlotte/Mecklenburg County Joseucopo~ 


tion plan and found that “Cqurt~ordered desegregation and busing did not trigger 
‘massive! white flight from the eo sgheol ‘éysted: on 992). " 


we 


They alsa found a greater numbet at ovident’ ‘\fleeing"” tO private schools than, 


to. adjagent dctoot districts, Using a questionnaire survey along with aggregate ° 


‘ 


data concerning student. population growth, they wera. able to study, in. datail,. 
not:only the number of moves out, of Mecklenburg County that ware ‘taking place 
in the white population since desegreghtion, but alac the motivation behind - 


; J ; ro : ‘ 
those moves, They* found that anong thea major reasons people gave for wanting 


_ to move, busing ranked fourth (70%) preceded by: , 4 


an 1) oa npetts for a aster place to aie (89, 8x), . ant: 2. 3 


\ an “a mora piaying room for their stelaaven: (88. 0%) and t , ° 


te 


3). Lotes real estate taxes (85, 1h) (P. 288). 


4 ‘ ‘ 
i ’ = 


‘The authors asserted that che Pad ings agreed with those found in other studies 


(C 
of tha reasons foe movement from aities to suburbs or rural ‘areas, THis atudy 
d- ‘ we er ; 
also showed chacvwhite the growth in the miopontary school population in an 


adjacent~county, accelerated during the first two years of fel ceuat ton, Je rem. 
¢ — aa - 
turned to the pre~desegregation rate after three years. . ‘ . ’ 


4 
M 


~—=col 


_ Giles (1977): conducted a case study which was designed ‘to assess t e Black/ es } 
whtte sbalances in’ the schools « of a desegregating southern metropolitan/school. 
. district - Duval. county, Florida. ‘He reported that “with few excaptions ehe per~, | 


centage of slaees ‘in the’ schools approximated closely “the projeqtions of the de~' _ 
4 
segregation plan ati! did hot vary significantly in ther'firer two years of imple-_ 
; an . : 


- mentation (p. 507)." Giles was able .to determine that’ these exceptions where 
8 
further Increases, in Black’ enrollment took place were in’ 22 schools "Located on 


° * ae v 


the fringe of the. black area, suggesting that the raci 1 instability in the 
ot school was a function of racial instability in the attendance area and not school 


dasegragation py se (p. 507)."" Giles concluded that Black/white balances. can be 


w. 4 Y . 


stabilized and naan cadned in dascureqauad urban schools 4s long as the ) polacy . }. 


‘ef ‘ e 


7 mene take into account demographic trends in eenidaneial patterns, However, 


he eageionea gainst over-general dig from this one case in a southern district 


‘with a briaf dasegregation axperdence. 
ac a 


Giles et al. (1974) attempted to determine how busing influenced parent's ‘k 


decision to enroll’ students in nonpublic schools, Parants of students enrolled 


° 


th eg 


in the public schools and of cides enrolled in non~public echools were “interviewed, 


es 
0 . 4 


ta javenee were lovated in eight Florida dountdies which had been deeptapated. 


% : 4 v 
gic oa 
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“tween the two, others do not ."~Resegregation may be defined as "the achieving of 


soe" 
ry a t “gf ‘ 
; 
F * % a > ‘ 
{° i i ™ e ’ $ 
iV 
* » e ¢ 
The findings were summarized as follows: 2. * ot ‘i 


The decisions of many Florida parents to”comply with public . 
schoo] ddsegregation or to transfér their children from public 
to private se#hool, appear-related to the-conditions of busing 
a affecting thei{y children, Nevertheless,’ a large percentage . 
‘of oug rejecter sample bad not experienced busing last year 
and. were not scheduled to be bused thig year,, Thus, while 
. busing conditions are related to many: parents" rejection, \_ « * 
, decisions, many white children are withdrawn ftom the pubFit 
4 schodls for reasons seemingly unrelated to busing. “(p. 500) ' 


Ag can be seen from these few case studies, a look at school systems indivi- 


dually in.a case study provides a much different picture of the relationship be~ 
é " , : 


tween school desegregation and white flight thar can be obtained from existing 


macro studies. 


Definition-of Terms © : “4 
nah Selene a nee ; 


‘ 


“Though terms are defined. within the context sof a particular study, they. are 


often aepiaeet by the time the data are reported sad considered. by policy maker 
: te 
and the general public. The words "desegregation" and "integration" are examples. 


of this problem. ‘While some researchers endeavor to make clear distinctions. be- 


yome statistical mix of children of different races (6t. John, 1975)." The term 


integration, however., should be reserved for that situation in which the minority 
“ e . 


group is accepted on a completely equal basis” (Green and Pettigrew, 1976), or as 


° 


. 


Harris et al. (1975) suggests, “integration reflects the involvement of many’: 


w 3 Y 


people from racial and athnic groups where, from” a shared base of parity, the 
im 


entire school and conmung.ty benefit, This definitional problem ag | Wegmann (1977) 


a 


suggests, "seems . . to be at eee of the whole igaues/ To what axteint ts, 


t 4 


the racially ‘mixed school truly eaveatad Area the students merely physteally. 


co“present, of area thay. relating to one anoEneY’ 45 ‘an eavironmane of: mutual 


’ 


understanding: and respect (p.. 392)2" 


Jf 
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: ee. % 2 ps : : 
"Busing" a ea ohpeactectzed by a lack, of definitional clarity. 


. 


. The pees teckion of studies to equate, "deucgr gation" and "busing" contributes 


to gonfyston. Busing has been an integral part of our acta ae gystem for 

many years, Rrtor to ‘the’ court order to desegregate, 65 percent of Jefferson 
S w.. i 

County's SEUdeUrs were being bused from home to school and back Again (U.S. 


District Court of Appeals, Louleville~Jefferson County degegregution case, 


‘ 


Dec. 28, 1973). It is the intent, of this iy to maintain a distinction .be~ 


twéen and court-offered’ desegregation. "Busing" 1s one means _by which 


ay 


a desegregation is implemented; it is not synonym i the term, 


Another area in which definition 1s necessary is the label "metropolitan ’ 


- 


dasegregation plan." The term referg to a plap which is implemented throughout — 
' ¢' ° or , 


“a metropolitan area, it may cross district lines and it may or may not include 


Oo! 


oueenee In. Jefferson County, two school ‘districts were ee ‘Tt seems plau- 


_stble to categorize, the Loutsville-Jefferson County Plan as metropolitan. " 

_T& the pubis at large, the terms "white’ flight" conjures the image. of white 
- families moving out of a community. The bulk of research on this topic has 
_ faced a major Ligf tation. There is no oe ewer netthod for measuring this 
_ movement particularly in studies involving a large number of school systems, 


Y . 
The result is a concession to expenb ancy: "vavtually all white flight studies: 


; operationally define white ran as a decline in white enrollment . This is 


_ done despite the fact Mat chare are many causes for a decline in white, enroll- 
ment other than school desagregation. Transfers to nonpublic ak. birth= 
rate decline, | ahd the continuing trend of ene middle class to move to the: suburbs 
are all penkeeted in declining cnrgLiment. Movement to “non~public schools is 


"generally aiehuded as white flight despite the fact’ that this 16 an ate . 


and i1logical use of a eperetscnat dpfinteiona, First of all, it is misleading 


co 


: ’ : Pe: ~_~ 
‘ .S ; 
¢ ‘ ' 
° ~ 


because ‘to the public white flight means families fleeing. And secondly, they 


a 
Pe 


. es  y ; t 
have disparate effects, foeh economic. and sociological. Residential flight has 


’ 


> és “ . 
an enormous’ :impact on a community while accelerated transfers to non-public 


schools mainly affect the school syatem.’ Methodological convenience and the 


indigcriminate use of operational definitions are not sufficient justification 


/ 
for the false assumption that a decline in white enrollment can be equated with 


; " the movement of white families out of a .school districts » 


‘ 
ov 


: 1 
i 8 . 

. Organization of the Report ’ 

sos ; ; 


In this chapter an introduction to the study has been provided through| a 


4 


_ statement, of purpose and review of the literature, Chapter II includes bac ground 


‘material on Jefferson County and events leading to the implementation of the de~ 


@ segregation ‘plan, Also, several studies coriducted Locally are reviewed. Chapter / 
; JII describes the methadology of the study and the' results are presented in . 
' Chapter IV. In Qhapter V, the results are summarized and discussed_and recommen= 
’ ” ace mw? - mos ‘ 4 a 
dations are pregented, . . : ° 
. “ 
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Louisville, the largest Kentucky city, is located within Jefferson County and 
‘on the, southern bank of - the trie wives According .to the Loulsville Chamber of * 
Comiherce (1979), the Sccbenounew city of Louisville covers 65. 2 square miles | _ 3 
within a county covéring 375 square miles. the: seaudaea Metropolitan Stafistical _ 


| fn | 
\ Area includes Bullitt and Oldham counties in Kentucky and the Indiana counties 


a 
,4 


Clark and Floyd. Me Bi extaaty area encompasses 1,392 square “miles. 


4 
“ 


Louisville has long been a center of commerce and industry and is rated as 
\\ x: 


one of “the top. U.S. industrial markets By the. U.S. Department of Comme nse Prtiz 
ducts theludes chemicals, id appliances, synthetic rubber, anes and 


- timbef products; farm squlpuant foods and beverages, tobacco products, paints 


a varnishes aid eatiigest (Chamber of Commerce, 1979), In addition to being a 


eradé center, viable eels and indus try has also made Louisville a Norking 


a * 


eee * -town.'"- General Electric Appiiance Division is the ‘largest, single 
emp loyer. with 20, 000 employees. Jaf eboat Company and the Ford Motor Company va 


— mn a 

are: second and third with 16,000 and 7; 544 emp doyaca respectively AUSGCE, | 
~~ d 

19768, Do 6). The majority of a workers are unionized with fie AFLACIO 


having large ‘nanberships (Chamber of Comierce, 1979). In 1971 84 unions, in the 
de @ 


‘ [\ area were, seepeeaenced iy 219 locals. More than 80 pertent of the a ; 
) in. manufacturing {ndus tries are organized (USCCR, 1976b, De 66). | . _ \, 
Aptroxinately” 25 percent of Kentucky's ‘population resides ‘tp Loudsville. 

_* “+ : 7 : 7 


Services es = 


and Jefferson County, Actording to 1975 ‘cansus ‘dat and the Huma 
Coordination Alliance (1978), 331,510 persois reside in Louisville, and | 
5 ; a oN, ee. 


; . i ao ‘ 
Pt - * ? ao . 
Q ° n Jf ‘ ry ° ; 
‘s ¢ 6 y 
7! : 
a . e al @ . 
ducigatee the city's population, an rane eae 697, 780 persona valde in - 
> ; tsa 8 


ro, jétfetuon county. 


Recent population trends in Lpuisville have been Beneralty soasiue newiah 


; most metropolitan arcagggm@ihe } United States (HSCA, 1978, Po Ti) 3 Between 


6 


1960 and 1975, Us 8. metropolitan areas. grew by 22 percent; however, the 
mbtropolitan grawth ee: in the 1950! s dropped from an average annual increase 
of 2. 3 pererne to 0.7 parteut in the 1970's. . Generally, population of’ ‘cities 


is declining while the jenutaeion of suburban areas is ineveaaiags Consistent Sat 


’ 


with national trends, the city of Louisville has atandiy declined in population 


singe 960! Between 1970 ald 1975, the population loss for Loutaville accelsented 


to an average decline of 1,5 pereace per year while population growth in outlying 4 


‘ 
‘ x 
2° 


districts has ineveased: 


In particular, the average annual population rate increase for, Oldham County 


e \ 


“ 


stands at 3.6 percent, and the arise and steady rate increase for Bullite is 
five Bercent. mene growths in population have Largely been attrittcea * tos 


“ in-migration, mgstly from Jefferson County .. Furthermore, familids moving to 
the outlying areas “tend to be young and of childbearing’ gge. . Older persons . '- 
] . D 

and single, ‘young gdutea are concentrated in central cities. This pattern has 


‘been true of Jefferson County (p. 12). 


Metropolitan migration, furthermore,‘ has affected geographic distribution of 
' . , - ines. 9 
’ ethnic groups.’ Since the 1930's, Blacks have filled inner city vacuum left by 
Y 
out~migrating whites. The 1960's witnessed a aimast ever etaration ‘of Wgites to 
com) 


the suburbs, and Black areas within central 4a wes terth Loulsville ‘axpanded. ts 


Consequently, ' ‘an Gneeeene in the distance wbatwedn the population afd ROnCe tines 
+s tions of the’ two tactal groups” has gecurrach (p. 13). In fact, the Kaitucky - 
\. , 


Commission on Human mtente (Novenber 7, 1974) reported: « a 


f F , ; & 


ave 


, Loutaville! 8 vateine¢ SE -80th in ce recent. boigue stydy - . 2 ee 
of 109 cttiedt puts it.among the gnewthird | ‘most segre ted’ . - 
cities -- a complete turnakout From 1940 ' when Loufavijie 


was among the one-third "least, segregated’ cities witha 
tarkdng of 32, (Pe wy = & 


=. -4 * Though sont middle~income Blacks. have been’ able! ‘so move ta siburbia, the °° 
‘ J A us got 
i movement has not been sufficiently extenaive, tor represent an imp? ement ‘in . : 
_ «Black housing opportunities or a decline. in residential segregation (HSCA, er 


’ ; ; ™y 


4 ee a 13). 


See Append A for addi tional, demographic data, ° 


es - 

School Profil - 2 ra = | _ a 
Loulavil ff'ind Jefferson Coynty enrollment data for the years (1956-9978 are. 
sd presented’ in Table 1, The ethnic composition of. the Louiaville “aystem had : 
“chapgad from 26: 2 percent: Black and 73.8 percent wanes: in 1956 to 516. percent, 


- 
‘ 


R48. 4 peneant white 4a 1973, The proportion of Black’ students in the 


N 


sp Jotferson County system tn re constant having risen from at's 


percent fe 1956 to 4.6 percent in 1973. The combined enrolment of A two 


| 
%% systems ina before they were roe merged on April 1, +1975, “was 
' A * 
1305 3445 20.3 percent Black ang 79.7 percent white, ; 


| tt , ‘ sd 


“An investigation of segregation by uhe Kentucky ‘Commission on, tiuman Rights” 


(1972) in [the Loulavilla sthools stated: 
, [Racial igblation’ of students in Louisville Public Schools 
, | reached’ a 10-year high in 1971~72 schoof year and the racial 
, in © ptsolation of elementary - ‘school students is higher than at : . 
“any time sinog total aa cal was abolished dn 1956. 
| (Inside .covet) — aa . . 


' 7” the Jefferson County avd, the? nigh of Black students attended , 


nical iy identifiable achools (usccr, 1976b, Po 8). 
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ERIC Ic, 7 
P ee 
go 8 ‘ . * : 7 en 


: ae - ; White Black ° Total. ; 
7 —_ 1956 33,831 ‘, 12, ip. 45,841 
ae 1957 R Pe 232° "13, 750 | 46,022 
"1958 °° 32,803" 13,832 46,635 
“1959 31,848 14,756 46,604 
1960 7 siceaar poe — 47,297 
ibe 31,274 16,789" 48,063 
962 ay 402 17,980 49,382", 
ala 1963 - 530,883 - 19', 366 50,249 
: 1964" m 299928 | 20,293. +,50,221 
: 7 1965 2a, 940 aa, 212 50,152 
a 1966 “27,868 "22,129" * 49,997 
De 1967, 7 y 285358 7» 22,904 : 51,262 | 
| 1968 | 27,622 23,277 +, 50,889 
5 4 5 1969S 5 26,706 23,379 50,085 
"1970: = . 25,818 23,615" 49,433. 
1972. 24,361. 23,346 47,907 
com 972 "22,637 22,933 45,570. 
“gor atone - 22,432 "43,455. 
gn _— 19,1M. - 21,768 40,939 
"1975 . rs nr oe 


/_ 6 


ve White _ Black "total 
34,911. 1,597 36,308" 
~ 38,619 1,422" 40,062" 
413893 1,561 pass 
a 45,657 1,717 7 47,374 
" 48,825. 1,814, 50,639 
52; 480 ; 1,921 54,333, 
565480 adaa = 38,423 
6le365 1,962” = 63,327 
‘s 66,168 2,476 66,624 
O6,951° 2,594, $0,345 
12,086 ., 2,801 "74,857 
78 982 2,809 81,791 
82,988 | 3,103 Pasties 
86,409 | 3,134 89 15434, 
90,586 : 3,300 os 93,866" 
01,463 3,478°,; 95, 24): 
92,163 ” 9,693 | ee 
‘ 90,407) ).° 382 ri " 94, 439" 
+, 84,66 7 739°, 0. 
92,081 | +26, 424 "he, "305 
2 87,249 ‘! 26, 498 i 113,737 | 
a2, in 26,262" 108,409 
‘1, 3a ( “23,750. 104, 732 
Au > ‘ pe 
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_ Catprred to Jef feraon County. a larger proportion of the Louiaville aystam! 8 


. atudants® came pron lowar sdedo-economie backgrounds. ‘The Louisville system wag - ¢ 


rq 


conatdarad prograuaive. dad oridated towakd the proflems of urban ‘youth while 
‘ v 
"the tJefeeraon County syatem had ntti a more traditional aducational pro~ 


* 4 


: gram (uaccR, 1976a, “pp. 67- ob 


* 


" ; ‘Merger of the two ‘school eyerene had been a “community “tase for over “twenty 


e 


a “years, (Royle, 1974, pe v). Since | merger, there have fieon many controversies 


e, 
unrolated! ee esengneeat seu: —— afd pone school, atafs, board. manbers and - ¢ 
#8 ; am : | . 
: groups a the commund ty. 7 : 3 v4 a a 
[eee e. 
a Litigation, an } ta. . : : 
A staff report of the United States Commission on Civil Rights includes a * * 
. ‘ . a, . 
a _comprehensive review of the Litigation which led to the 1975 desagregation of 
’ %, . ine = an i co & 
: the Jefferson Coutfty Schools (USCCR, 1976a). A ey 4 thac reviaty is pre- ‘i 
” my \ - a . : . . a ‘ . ° i 
+’ gented in this, section of the text.” A chronology at deseavenxeion avents is ° 
presented {p ‘Appendix B. a ce ee oe 
] 


** Following the 1954 Brown decision, ‘Loutsville ‘and Jefferson Countly implemented 
a 5 Pm @ o \ 


‘plans to end compulsoty’ segregation in 1956. In the county Black high school 
po students. wera. ellqwed to attend the, is serving their residential area; pre« ’ 
+ Poway they had been i ae to the city! 8 Central High, Blangnt ary stu~ 
a dents, for the moat part, sonesnugd to attend afl Black achpola alvin their * ( | * { 
om ; il secs area. A geographic qaedgnment plan which included pioatons for 
ras voluntary transfer was inetituted in the city. ‘Highty-five percent of the 


* * a 


4 ‘white students schaduled tio attend formerly Black schools: a a tranagere. 


ow 


as’ did 45 percent of the Black students acheduled to attend formarly white 


(ea 


yf 


oo schools (usccr, 1976a, pp. 56~57), Though these afforts ai compul sory segre~ a 


r< 
# 


ia 
. 


® °  gatdon"by-1956, the policies adopted 
. . 3 ; \ ae : . ; 
Boards of Education combined with tha /segregated residential nature of the ‘com 


“ i ¢ ' 


munity reaulted “in ethnically identifiable schools ih both. city and county 


achool systems by che late 1960's, - 


1 


a ° 


» In 1968, Green v, County nee aed Stated -that voluntary — plans 4y 


1971, Syann v. 


mee ny j 


Charlotte-Mecklenbur Board Education allowed student transportation ap a . rat 


4 


can be justified only 4f they result in school desegregation, ie 


4 maans of eliminating ségrogation, d Nevine these decisions, local organizations. 
: & 
rd including the Kentucky Commission on Civil Righta: and the Newburg Area Council _ 
/Y pressed both school syetons ‘to take positive atepe to reduce segregation. ‘During 


the same period, the Office of Civil i ah of the U. $, Peporkiene of Eduéation 


chreatdned, to stop federal fund's to the Jefferson Cpynty Board because the . 
‘ 


q 
— Ukemantary School | was seeregates: The. Board votad ‘to mias a. deadiine for | 


1 
u a 


subutie te a play to desegrefie the icteolte (usgcR, 19760, pp. 57-63), 
/ 


‘e . In August, (1971,° a afte was filed against the Jeffereon/County Board of 


Fi ti vewkton seeking the desegregation of ethnically identifiable elementary schools 


(N fewbur Area Counc) Vv. Board of Education) . A suit, Haycraft et a Vv. Board of 
Rducatign of Louleville and an intervening scapiatet Vy the Louisville Chapter of 


the National Maeadiacion for the Advancement of Colored People, | were filed on 
«a ’ @ 
June. 22, 1972. The’ latter action sought both a marger of the county and city 


Q 


systems and a dasegregation plan allowing no mora than one-third Black students 
; . . - _ . ; 
‘ a in any school. The Anchorage Independent District was also included but later 


4 . dismissed from the case, Feddal Judge, Jamea Gordon, Wastern District p Re ore 
. ‘ ‘ @ ‘5 e ° “ an 


2 


Fi a . i ) ‘ : 
" 


a ; u ~ \ ' * 


‘ 


" of Kentucky’, consolidated.the cases and held .the trial December 1~18, 1972, 


—~ a 
‘aa { 


ee 


‘ 
t 


Judge Gordon dismissed the case agaimat both _— on March 8, 1973, stating ' 
‘that they were operating unitary systems. His opinion included the foltow ng? 


“The only alternative to bringing back into Newburg the black 
I children who were moved out for the bole purpose of intugrat~ - 
. ing’ the school system would be to: find white school children 
at digtant :school districts and trardsport them in a. 1 ap-frog 
Us.cross busing fashion past black children baing transported 
from Newburg to the int@grated adjacent white schools. We do 
. not read in any decisions of the Supreme Court any require~ 
,ment that such impracticalities be angaged in. (USCCR, 1976a, 
bx 73) : : 


Plaintiffs appealed the case. On December 28, 1973, the Sixth Circuit Court 
of Appeals reversed Judge Gordon on every’ point, Regarding ‘the county district, 


a 


the Court stated: ‘ , e . 


The Jefferson County School District embraceg all of Jeffer~ 
son Gounty except that portion included within the Louisville 
Independent School District and the Anchorage [ndependant , 
School Ddstrdct. a: 7 


; .[t has close to 96,000 studénts, approximataly four percent 

', of whom are black. Sixty-five percent of all. students are * 
buged to schools they attend. The Board operates 74 elemen- a ¥ : 
tary dchoals, fiveymiddle schools, 18 combined junior and » 
senior high schools, and six special schools. 


Prior to the decisioh in Brown v. Board of Education of a at 
Topeka, 347 U.S. 483 (1954), the Board maintained a racially- 
Segregated school system.in accordance with tha requirements ° 
Pa of Kentucky law. Lt did not provide a high school for ‘black 
* students and arranged for’ thedr attendance at Central High “ 
School, the black high school operated by the Louisville 
Board of Education.’ Lt operated the Newburg Elementary‘ ba 
| School, grades 1-9. Newburg was located in the one area 
abe in thg county outside of ‘Louisville having any substantial — . 
‘ , blask population, [t was.a pre~Brown black school, and has - 4 
“‘wemained black until the present day. Newburg is aurroynded 
: by 4 number of all-white or virtually all-white elementary 
\- schools. Within a distance of three milag from Nawburg 
thera are in addition to Prica’ Elemantary School, which will * 
be discudsed subsequently, nine substantially white al emen- 
tary schopla, : 


eS ae Ta ee Lee eee, 


~~ 
os 


; _ : a.) ; ; “4 "4 of : we ' 
In 1969 Prica Elementaty Yvhool was congtructed within a # 
mile of Newburg. * When Price apeaned in 1969-1970, 33.1 per-~ 
* ‘cent of phe students were black. The percentage iricrensed 
. : to 40.2 parcent during 1970-71, to 43.9 percent during 
? 1971-72, and now stands at 54.3 percent.. It is practically: / 
e an all walkin. school, with about three percent only of the 


pupils being bused. ; ih 


Cane Run Elementary,.School 4a located fh the northwest por- 

: tion of the District close to the Loudaville city limits. - 

mo gy In 1966-67 the black student population of Cane Run was one 

, , dw point two percent. In 1967-68 it increased to six point two - _ % 
Pegcent, in 1968-69 it increased to 11.5 percent, inf 1969-70 rd 
_4t increased to 25.5 percent, in 197071 it’ increased to 

- 3 86.7 percants and in 1971-72 to 45,5 pexcent. tn 1972-73 it. 
stood at 49 percent. , Cana Run was rebuilt on the same site 
‘ during 1972, | — 


. ‘he anidenes shows that Newburg, Price and Cane Run contain 
? 96 percent of tha-black elewentary’ students, in: the Jeffarson 
County School Diatrict. (USCCR, 1976a, pp. 71-72). 
J 


t 


. Statistical data concerning the Louisville District. was described aa follows: 


‘ . 
‘At the commencement of the. 1972-73 school year, the Board 
1, was operating six academic high schools, thirteen junior 
high schools, and forty~six elementary schools. ‘three of 
. ‘the #ix academic senior high schools ; Central, Male and : 
: ” Shawnee have bdtween 94 percent and 100 percent black stu- bs . 
oy dents. Central was a pre-Brown black school.) Male and a 
aad . Shawnee were pre-Brown white schools. ‘Two of the senior — 
: high schools, Atherton and Iroquois, Have 97 pércent and 
: . * 99 percent white’ students. The sixth school, Manual, which. | 
shares a common attendanca,zone with Central and Male, has 
, 40 percent black students, Atherton and Manual were pre~ 
Brown white schools, and Troqugis was constricted aftdr 1956, roy 


‘There are thirteen junior high schools. Five of them, 
{ : . DuValle, Meyzeek, Parkland, Russell, and Shawnee, have be~ 


ed ' tween 95 percent and 100 percent black students. Four of - ' 
r them, Barrett, Gottschalk, Highland ‘and Southern have be- 
» "  twean 94 parcent and 99.5 percent white students, ‘The ré- 


dtaining four, Manly, Manual, Western and Woerner, have bax . 
-twadn 25 percent and 64 percent black students. DuValle, . ; 
4 Meyzeek and Russell ware pre-Brown black schools; Pa land, 

Stiawnee, Bartlett, Highland,, Southern, Manly, Magual X. _ 

Westarn ahd Woerner were pra~Rrown white schoola, 
. Gottschalk was constructed aftar 1956. 2 ee 


\ 


_ 
*° 


. . m bi poe 
ra | ‘ : ¥ if 
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»' There are forty+six eletientary schoolé. Nineteen have be~ 
he tween 82 percent and 100 perodnt black students, Twenty-one 
have batween 89 percent and 100 percent white students, The 
st "remaining sie havegbetween 16 percent ,and 55 percent black 
‘® students. The twenty~one. schools that haye between 89 per~ . 
, cent-and 100 percent white atudents, wera -PrerBrown « white 
en CUSCGR, 1976a, pp. 69~70) i : 


The Court of Appeals found « that the caunby System had not ae ‘Black schools 


to a{tandance capacity® but, ware luping portables oo double. sige in néarly all 


white schodls: The county, system had, Syeietcca: tailed ii itp. congtitutdonal 


\ 
obligation to eliminate segragated schools SUBCER i976, p. 74). _ the city sys~ 


tem's contant Lon epee segregated achool Mwere a result of reotdental patterns 


’ 
was rejected: a . ms . A A 


a a 5 ™ ay 


4 : Sgopulacion SHieKs that changed the sthade scape 


duty to convert fully to a ynitary system .*, ~The measure ‘i 
‘ of any plan is its affactiveness in accomplishing desagre- ¢/ 
" gation . . . Because pf ghe residual effects of past dis~ ' 
crimination, /the Louihytlle. zoning assignment plan has not 
-been erent a despite the good intentions of the school 
beard.» Ag the Supreme Cburt stated in Swann’ ~"AlJ things ,) 
being equa], with no history of discrimination, it might: ; 
well be eeetties to asaign pupils to dchools nearest their 4) : 


homes... t all things are not equal in a system that has r 
been ai éerately constructed and maintained to enforce 
: " racial segregation. i (USCCR, 1976a, p, 75). 


A 


“the Court of Appeals Fetyrned the CABQ to Judge addon beatings 4 


“ 
o ‘ BS 


v All vestiges of atdte-imposed segregation must be eliminated i 

ie - within each achool district in the cqunty. To accomplish # 

i ge such purpose, state~creatad school district Jjines shall imn- 
“Reise pose no barrier, We do not require use of any partigular 
wee “device. Any plan of desegregation is to be affective for 
thk_1974~ 75 academic yaar. (USCCR, 1976a, p. 76) NO 


Judge Gordon heard dedlyregation proposals from thé staff of both or and 


thn ordered his own plan, Plan X, on July 23, 1974, ‘the order dneluded the mere 


gar of the | two systams, Two days later, in light of Mild ilean v4, Bradley; the 


Supreme Court sige isi the casa to the Sith Circutt Court for review, On 


Deconber 11, 1974, the Sixth District reinstated ite previous ordar ‘ide. 


: ‘ - 


ro 


of somd schools does yot affect thé -(Louisville) boand's . 
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é 
. oe , 
pointing out differences between‘the Kentucky and Michigan cases: 


, Milliken) there wag ; noWavidence that’ the outlying school °* 
' is cts had committed ‘acts of de jure segregation or that | 
“they were operating dual schogl systems. Exactly the oppo~ Oh 
F site is true’here. . , ; > os, b b 
7 i oe ea ae ‘ 
The d @vavatatrice remedy in this”case would not be likely 
extensively to disrupt and glter the structure ‘of public ” 
‘ education in Kentucky, or even in Jefferson County, nor 
require the creation of a‘vast new super school district. 
' . 
, Since the county is the basic idackeavnal unit ‘of the state, 
there 1s provisjon under statutes for merger not available » 
7 7 vo in- Milliken. 4 = i so _ ; 
Since school district dines in Jefferson County had been 
\ ignored in the past for the purposé of segregation they 
wight also be, crossed for desagregation purposes. (USCCR, 


coh 1976a, pp. 90-81) ; ‘ P | 
¢ . & “ a eae . ‘ 


The Loulaville Board Be Education had initiated merger proceedings under the. 


\ 
provisions of state law, and ‘on April 1, 1975, the two districts were merged. In 


oF 


April, ne Sipetue Court denied appeal to reverse the Sixth odreate Court! 8 Or- 


der. On July 17, 1975, a final order to Judge Gordon-stipulated that a desegrega- 


« 


; tion plan would. be implemented at the ene eter of the 1975- 76 school year (USCCR, . 


4 


1976a, pp. 81-83). 


Litigation ort aspects of the desegregation plan cofft inued following implementa+r 
: \ : ‘ 


‘tion. The County Judge, Todd Hollenbach, (an elected administrative position), 
tagervansa and proposed an alternative plan which would depend heavily on volun~ | 
aes teaseignments. After: NSAEEHE testimony from James a an expert wit- 
ness who said that the plan.would not éliminate, aaa Ldentifiable schools, 
Judge Gordon rejactad,tthe proposal (USCCR, 1976a, p. 94). | | 
"Faret gradera wera not included in the pcabeocnerae plan cueiae the yen 


Reread 


1975- 76 —— 1978-798 Pstigation seheamied on that issue, 


In. May, 19} 


‘ 


jaya (outset isan, 5 May 1979), 


« 


Wo. a , 
The ns ordered - Judge Gordon atfscted virtually ai: schools in paktpreon 


‘The Pian 


C@unty. aman schools were to haveranrgliments ok no ‘Less than 12 percent 


or more than 40 Percent Black. ‘Secondary schools were to have between 12.5 pene 


a 


“cent, and 35 percent Black. The onuk fou d that the, ethnic balance in several 


_gchools fell within the established guidelines and that redistricting would. 


LY 


bring still others irito cous alae, In total 29 schools ware txempted from 


the transportation .phase of the plan (Newburg Area cdunetL, Ine. er al. v. 
Board of Education of Jefferson County, 1975, PP. 355) wy : a 


5) 
The remaining schools,’ formerly ‘Black ‘and formerly white, ware clustered or 


a 


paired. The school system was instructed to provide transportation between 


thdge schools to achieve ethnic balances set by the Court. Officials anticipated 


that approximately 22,600 students would be transported. Because Black students 


comprised 20 percant of ne Seputatien an white students 80 percent, the burden 


¢ 


of busing fell’ on Bldok students, Eatin es indicated that. 84 percent of the 


. white students would be rtaneported aor two years during grades 2-12 and 16 per-. 


cent would be tranabouted one viet. Sixty-s1ix percent of the Black students 
wolild sa. transported eight years during grades 2- 12 and 33 percent would be ' 
transported nine years (N quburg Area Council, Ine. at al. Ve Board of Education | 
of Jafferson County, ish, PP. 8~10). 


A’ map 4 iludtrating the plan’ a pattern of exempt and Clustered schools is 


pRQn ted ‘in Appendix Cy Also, a chart ‘ahowing the alphabetical hasignment pro- 


° . : Or 
cadute ig {includad. . , ae 


“Infp nantation. of the plan resulted in comprehensive desegregation, Nine ail 


7 


cent of the wiitte students were reassigned to formerly Black school, and 46 pers, 


cent of the Black atudents ware reassigned to formerly white rohoolsy “the oe 
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included prominent gocial scientists James Coleman . David Armor. During the 


‘. t 
. y 


, off | < 3 


gation index was 27.9 during the firet. year of desegregation, down 54.8 from the’ 
: . . ‘ ne : : 


previous year (Rossell, 1978a, p. 136). 


Community Reaction tt ’ 


Observers Of Jefferson bauney and Loudeyille in September, 1975, witnessed a 
v 
new school year marca by citizen denorfatrations, student boycotts and policemen 
eating rLot-contyol equipment.’ National eetevieton reported demonstrations 


reaching near-riot proportions, boyeot es keeping white students absent from a 


school for several weeks and chy and county pelice forces gravely concerned 


9 


with buble safety ‘ issuing riot-control ‘equipment and implement ing crowd~con~ 
trol ba cha gana: The governor, furthertore,, assigned additional state: troopers 
and activated Kentucky National Guard units, At one point, "there were 1,000 
guaryemen - . é#guarding buses at night, ita Naas as escotts foasehe edintidveny 
andi ag tsas in local .police patrol dutfes _(usccr, 1976a, p. 105)." 

As has apirently been true for pther communities in similar circumstances; 
(Rogsell, 1978a) local and i ease leaders did not make suppor state- 


ments about the desegregation plan. In' thet, the jateeracn County judas sponsored 


a seminar entitled, "National Forum on Quality Education and Social Integration" 
e a 


_ on ecember 6 and 7, 1975, to seek alternative forms of desegregation, ‘Speakers 


" a ' 


following day, an apparently pro-desegrepation group héld a meeting designated 


"Louisville s Forum on School Desegragation (eourigesvearnsl: 6, ’, 8, December 
eee eeeneeeememeneemeres aa 


- 


| “1975) ." _ a ¢ 


The’ merger. of the Louisville and, Jefferson oy school systems was 


almost as controversial as the cocegrepation aia itself, Ina tcf: Pr 


bropared by the sehool, system, tha sonttovebsy was deschtbed as follows: - 


%. 


& 


Ai) 


: i oe aan A - 


wization facing °°, mo 
two large problems: merger and ‘desegregat#ime In) other sya~. we 

eg tems, the issue of merger alone has caus ardoue disagree~ A + CP ag 
“ment within the community, and Loudaville proves ni exception, a 

The merger isaue has been facing this school system on a con- 

tinuous basis for a quarter of a century, ‘It’ has not been | 

solved by agreement’of the systems ‘Involved, and only under’ . 
the threat of court order and upon thecunilateral act ion.of _ = % 
4 ' "the former. city school board has it been completed, 


~ = The Jefferson County School System ia an or 


¢ 4, 


_— To conpound the problem of merger, the new Jefferson County 
i “School System is’now under court order to desegregate. “This 
cs new system is the thirteenth largest’ in the nation and is 
’ the only district to face the problems related-to merger and 


a r ig " Sa i 
pete desegregation simultaneously. 


y 


+ 


Sg The merger of ‘school systems in Kentucky usually métins the 
band county board assumes the assets and responsibilities of the 
» ‘ independent school system and, in turn, the independent ‘4 
»,.9chool system ceases to exist or joins the county Yoard in fi « 
reducéd strength, In this manner, the new school dystem 
can confront its problems with a unified, established, and 
. - agreed-upon philosophy. Further, the members of the new 
organization have common policias and procedures to guide 
" them as a result of having.one board as the policy-making | , eG, 
“ body for the entire school system, _ — a 
( Such is not the case in the Louisville, Jefferson County . 
School System merger, where merger was accomplished by a x 
‘petition from the former Louisville Board of Edfication to 28° 7 
the Kentucky State Department of Education. -The Lotisville iN 
System has a majority of Black student enrollment and the 
members of the board of education felt there was no. viable‘ 
. means of desegregation; in dition, the system did’ not \ 
‘believe the finances were available to anable the. system 
to develop ‘and to implement 4 quality education program | 
+ “under these circumstances, Thus, in accordance. with the - 
existing “merger law, merger was completed upon. the ordar 
of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction on April 
1, 1975. | . : 
‘ , Whan tha merger wag pompleted, the former Louisville Board 
of Rducation did not cease to exist, Neither did-it join 
F the Jefferson County Board of Education’ in reduced stréngth. 
". Rather, by order of the State Board of Education, and upheld . 
by the state's highest court, these two boards wera joined 
_ , “nefull wtrength, <5.) * . ¢ a ° 
. . : oe 
} ’ A Five members of the County Board were joined by five. members 
of the format City Board to’ make a ten-mamber board of dducae 
tion for the newly merged system. ‘ . 
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‘son ,gounty Education Consortium, 1977 ¢ @.-132),! 


desegragution groups in the community (U8CCR, 1976a)'. 


Dobe x boarda. The City Board was faced with static en- 
rollment,\a declining f nancial base,, a deficit budget, and 
» €@ majority\Black student\enrollment, On ‘the other hand, the 
County Board was faced -wikh probléms created by a suburban 
area, 4 rapidly increasing 
base, and a large white majofitygtudent enrollment’, To. deal 
with and control the probles the City Beard faced, it was 
necessary to davelop a phtlosophy And orientation foward stu~ 
dente which differed from the philosophy and student orienta- 
tion developed by the County Board. 


4 


Ul 
K 


To cureher compound ‘the problem, the two boards were not , 
legally joined or merged for all purposés. They were left 
as two: separate entities for the purpose of creating plang 
to desegregate the newly merged school system by order of 
‘Federal District Court. Each former boad was called upon 
to develop ad own plan to. accomplish this important action, 


tea 
Hach of the two iets, then, from the sdtapective of its 5 
own philosophy, has been called upon to develop 9 desegrega~: 
tion plan for the entire merged system. The two plani¥ dé-. 
veloped differ in philosophy and orientation. They repre-s 
sent two separate approaches to the problem of desegregation; 
Thus, the membership of the new boatd has: been involved in 
heated controversy and seemingly unreconcilable conflict 
since the April 1, 1975 merger. (Jefferson ouney Public + 
Schools, November 14, 1975, pp.. 9~10.) ° 
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cy 


Individuals and groups rabrcrenr tae virtudlly all point’ of view criticized 


e 


’ *, 
¥ 


. 


rollment, an expanding financial _ 


the school. district staff ‘jvetad fie first year of desegregation, One major 
source of criticism was the dteproportionate suspension, of minority. students, 
“The 1975-76 Black to wil te ratio of student suspensions in "secondary, schools 


dunide, this first year of desderagatton was 5 to l while, as already pointed | 
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van 


out Black students only contributed 20 percent of the total &nrollment (Jeffer-— 


r 


The United- States Commission on Civil Rights held. a hearing in Loudeville on. 


’ 
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) bo ce 
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¢ 


administrators,’ “Public offictale and citiseng and representad both pro, and anti : 


June 14-16, ag Testimony’ from scores of witnesses included atudenta, ‘teacheta,- 


A summary oft the loutevilie , 


t 


hearing is included in a qater report issued 


Ly 


oo f 
a. Ele 


'. facilitated the dasegregation process. 


Sse 


‘Tn spite of ebuntndcy disruption, the schools “ig : 


\ 


t 
a 


ndings were ag, follows: 


ted county officials abdicated their respdnsibility : 
to maintain law and order and to take an affirmative 
stand in' support of the desegregation order,” and thus 
perpetuated the belief of opponents: to desegregation . 
that ‘demonstrated opposition would yield results, The 
failute of County Judge Hollenbach to request«city police 
asgista ge in the force of disruptions on September 3, 
1975, in the southwestern section of tha cdunty resul ¢td 
in extensive property damage and bodily injuries. 


Although the Chamber of Commerge made some initial attempts 


to unify the business community in support of peaceful 

desegregation, it yielded to intimidation from dissident | 

elements in the community, As a result, many businesses 

that would not. have supported antibusing forces publicly 

did so in ofd¢r to protect themselves and. their property. 
yee “s . < 


gated peacefully and with minimal difficulty, Wefll de-~ 
veloped human ‘relations programs in individual schools 


(o€ 


Students, genérally responded positively to desegregation. 
Any tension and anxiety “that ‘existed was generated by. 
community controversy and opposition, When community 
vpposihion abated after the first quarter of the school 
year, students settled down and accepted the first year. 
of desegregation“as a normal school year, a : 


; i . 
The dadiur cd the school board to commit itself to a 
carrying’ out \the court order has contributed to a trend 
towards refegregation. Hardshig transfers granted to a 
greater degree white stydents and the exemption of 
first gradars froti transportation have changed the racial 
makeup qf the sch Ols from that specified by the court ie 
order, ¥ \ 7 2 =e 
i] ‘N e 
The failure of the ‘schood administration to examine the 
causes of disproportionata suspension rates fo black . 
students and a stp een failive to evaluate assipiiment 
Rractices tha plade seivo deco have enue of black 


students int Alternative School have caused members 


of the black’ @@mmundty to question the integrity of 
the schaol administrations (pp. 65085) 


\. 
. 


ro 


by the Commission (USCCR, 1976b). . 


Local Studies | a ay. : “A ak 4 F 


Since the implementation of the court~ordered desegregation ,plan, nine atug~ 


les have been conducted locally eoncerysne the propnemne of school desegregation, 
o.. 


s 


‘ 
busing and housing desegregation, These studies have attempted to determine the- ° 


™ 
ey? 


effects of these. feenaee in Louisville and Jefferson Bouncy asa aa ae as 


well’as the relationships aneng these factors, 


a 


‘Five of the nine studies employed survey questionnaires to gather ‘data; two 


achat ocd tes ae census data concerning population patterns, school anoles 
’ ‘ Q . 7 


‘tent die, and a review of housing prog¥ams - by the county Department of 


Housing and Urban Development. An eighth study closely ‘examined discriminatory ee 


: t Jt = 
methods used by real’ estate agents and‘ apartment complex’ operators against the 


, 


housing of Blacks in Jefferson Cowlt y. The ninth study éxamined newspaper arti- 


a cles during the initial period of court-ordered desegregation. 
. o 
The present ddcument, as. described in Chapter III, used questions contained” ws 


{n two studies conducted by the Institute of Policy Sciences and Public Affairs 


’ ” 


at Duke | in conjunction with Lou Harris and Associates. * The results .” 


provided norms which were utilized a. aa a survey data collected in the pre= . 
sent study.) | 7 
. 


The first of, the Duke University studies was entitled Attitudes of Louisville 
od 


aa Jefferson Count Citizens Toward Busin 


“for -Publi School Desegre at ion=-Re- » 


sults vont the Second Year (1977). ita puepage was to exploré public opinion re~ te 


garding busing ‘and ‘related issues. iaasarchurg sought data enabling citizens and, 


leaders of Louisville: on Jafferson ‘County to, informatsyely addresa their probiens fe 
through ify broadest possible perspective, 


v 


8 


The interview peapeddent group con~ 
tated of 882 persons, selected by sctentific sampling techniques to represent 


the Louteville-Jefferson County citizehry. Selected citizens ware contacted and 


‘i pad w : « . % : . z ‘ ’ 
: : . . . : ; a = . 
“ : . : 5 ‘ 
; ” : ara) : : 
: - . - . x ; . ~ «. ° 
CY a Me bs ‘ ds aks 
ced 


interviewed in -thair homes by professional interviewers sheng Me late ven _ a 


and early sumer of 1977. As was the cagé with the second Duke study, al} @ube 


a 


4 facts, inberviewad were 18 yeara’ or older. A: similar study was: gonducted in 


July of 1976, and opinions ward compared between the 1976 a 977 ourvel Easpens, 


‘ 


«dent groups. These questddanaires explored ach tssues as. housing, - white Flight’: 


cy Ney 
I ” . 
Oo a ‘ ; , . ; 


“and the quay of education. ° : , 
ee a . b ; 
“s In, 1976, 76 percent of tha sib al respondents listed educational probjems . : 


'e 


as the ‘vital isaue in Louisville and detbeteon County while 54 Lerwane of the 


1977 respondents replied likewise. — percent of those sibjents ea 


busing. as ‘the worst educational problem in 1976, ag did 0 percent oe: the 1977 
r 


-subjacta.. White flight was identified: through the aeetiodunine as Aeettowas 


,mepaneent of the patente who in 1977 had at least one child in a private schiGol: : 


indicated that their private school chfid or children .had attended a public - 


< ane 


yO dchool at one time. Fifteen percent of these parents. cited ‘busing or een 
a .8 , 
tion among tHeir reasons for the change t toca private school... The majority (66%) © yA 


of the eceponcent! gave religious Or educat tonal féagong: for the tranafer. ~ ae a c 
‘The second ‘Duke acudy entitled, Is It the pugea or th Blacks? Seif-intarest 
Versus § bolic Racism as Predictors: of Opposition to Busing in Louisville, taves- 4 
tigated whether pandecegat ion, as avilienced by raciem (either syapolic or sae 
i \ 
fashioned) or whether busing, as qvedenced by high saitcintereat responsgs, moti~— - 
vates people to opposd court-ordered desegregation. One thousand forty-aine per~" 


sons were ‘andonly samp lad from a grid of the edty! ) geographic area. | 


¢. , . o 
Hounenelay ware randomly chosen within sampling unite, and the ‘final ; respon i en 

dents ware randomly chosen: from, pérsoria: residing in the households," Taterviews ar : 
yo - “ A Ww. 
“lasting approximately one hour. and twenty minutes wera conducted ‘a the hieken by me I 


2 a ? P . * . 
trained interviewets of .tha sang, waee> as the respotident. Survey’ questions ex — . ; 


y 
ue ( . 


e 


JA Fut Toxt Provided by ERIC ce . v 
eee ‘ 


. : é ‘ i a : . 
il a plored igaues similar to those,liated in the first study, “Interestingly, al- *, 
Re . . yw : "ay -_ ran 
> though 51 percent of the whites and 90 percent. of the Blacka considered, it Ae 

Mt . 4 >; Wo. 


good idea fot Blacks and whites to go -to aehoGh together, 91. percent af whites 


and 35 arcent. of Blacks ware opposed to bubing. Tha coficlustoné: — 
ae cpecond Duke study were ag follows: my : . 
* . ‘ . , 

: & 1. $elf- ~interest and personal convenience was very weakly 4 Ane 
rr a ~ Fs . » and inconsistently related to oppoaition to busing, 
“se # aed be, : ay , a 
rk, Cc eee a Racial. attitudes were: much nore closely related to anti- . ; 

. : . busing attitudes and ‘thé direction of tha rélationship 
fee ae r ‘was. congtaterit: the more racist, the mere opposed -to 
“4 ‘ i to & ‘ busing. ‘ ; ’ . v : 
+ ‘ : . . . = 4 ' ; 4 : . 
4, ‘whe most teinditant eaaial attitude and indeed the most. , . ty 


aN 
-_ 
a-@ 3 


important single’ correlate of opposition, ‘to busing - ‘was 

“en symbolic taciam rather than the more hahah iar ORGr#e ete zs 

; a a toned ractam. Cp. $3)" — . eG . 
The auehpis Further eduaonead ee for the ant population in Loidevilleeffer~ 
c : a ¥ « ¢ ry 

ag sqn Cough Te aad Heer te racien, that comb inat ton 'of anti-Black feeling” and | 

w ‘ y ai : ’ | 

‘the’ ‘Barcaption: that, Blacks ‘are violating the chartatied valyas of cbrtl geen: e 
a J 
| tantd sy and: ngking iLlegi ttiance demands for éfeinge: in os racial atatug quo > 2 


' 


carey 


os that fueled: the opposition to ewe tay £0, pradrdenfire-dike a a in LouLay 
oe ‘ “4 


: 4 ily. 34) 2,42. ee Se _ 4 9 


Pa 


the term-"racism" 1s an evaluative ‘and cannot be measured divdetly. _"Symbolte 


Vo - 


tha véoionl te evett mora obséuta. ‘Fow their condludions, ‘the auchens wera forced to. 


* 


ginterprée the motives _ their sample. Bo the extent that the ‘tern. . used acl ’ nh. aa 
we 


<i seriptively ahd they discuss, ony’ ralationahips not causes, the autho 8 conelie cx 


. . r ‘ 


vs “| 
“iedona are legs imate. When thay, try to explain. the cause of opposition t to "es 


, . ‘bud 1997 of tha at traction, “Meyabojie yacten," they: are engaged inf the 
Cee 7 a, gical faltacy of elplatiing bahavigr . by acfns of: its Mbeteaction: ' 
noe i y ‘ ” 


'. gince 1996, gp Urban Studies canter § of tha Univereity of 1otkaviia has ig 
é 


ww rs : jonducting an origodng seties of. atuddes entitied, Community Priorities and tvadin= 


Ce e aa = , a oa . > : a 4" ae . 
Ces ty ee eee ee: 
a be “a4 - oe ne 2 Ss 


¢ { . t 4 ee ste: , ’ i) . 
‘t ons. As inaveaced by the title, the pugpose of these studies was to identify 

we, . fe. 

: and’ analy rs iseudd, attitudes and | opinions relative ' to, the coymunity. 


) _ 
‘The fifth report of this series (1976) gtudies busing dnd race relations. 


@ a ,AUurvay sanpLargroup for this report cdnsisted of 400 people who ware randomly 
4 i 
- selected 80 a8 to be reprasentative of the entire Jefferson County community by 


vatiables of age, sex and race, Respondents were asked tite quastion,#'what do 


“you think are our ‘community’ s (that is Louteville and Jefterson founty’ 8) ee 


‘ , ¢ 4 


serious problens or needa?" Windtees: indicated chat just over 62 petcent of the 


" ~ 
e 


‘ospondanta identified school as the major, pp toa the majority of responses. . 


wera Palqued to court-ordered busing (p; +11). aicisugh 62 percagt’ “of, the Black 


ba ~ 


intarView respondents and 42 percent of the white respondents reported favoring. 

: - "vacial desegregation" over "racial segragation" or "something dn befvaon," 84 -. ° a 
a] , “ i ; 

percent of thase same respondents were opposed to busing: for racial balance as. \ . 


o . 


» 
it was Bue dnto effact in Jefferson County, _ Among those who vere eppesad to 


diel 80 percent stated that thay: oppased dt "vary acrongly. 4 
id \ 


The “most recent Urban Studies Canter veport (1978,¢m 13) used 4 randomly 


- ' e: 


selected sample of .430 survey raspondents.”. pheee persons Ware also réprasantative 


oe 


wu 


of ‘the community according to age, ‘sex and rakes ante eleventh ‘etudy found that 
for the firstetimea singe July of 1975, qateerean eeany Public: Schools had ‘dropped 
from ey first to the second position sek 151 votes ae ee and , Needs 
‘tabutadton. of the 430 1978 inrerviaw raspondants, 176 reported that they viewed" 


police protection and ‘the elimination bs crima as peing the compunity' 8 most 


9 


santas problem or need. For the * past two and. one-halt years, schiools had been 


“tia primary iesue "noothy on . the strength of community’ reaction ito ‘bieing to 
, a _tchteve racial balance in the schools (p. 13)," , _ * * 
Tha Junior League of Louisville’ conducted a atudy ubing a eurveg, questionnaire , ° : 
’ oy i: : a 7 


es : : : ‘ we 
7 « 


: c on i ees ms eu. a a 
. ; te i ? “ ‘ qi ‘ ; a9 vos 7 
Fy ¥ ‘ a a Pa oxy a oy 1 5 : ; 


last four digita..of the tdlephone numbers. This discnad allowed for all persons : 


. quality sieaiicn for alk of our children." For purposes of chepresend study, a 


' gample size of thie -atudy was $77. A randont digit ddaling vachnd cite was used to 


the most iaconeate qdastion asked in this survey was "How would you, judge the. 


, tory! as soiparad with’ 21 peteeat who found ‘tt "very. unsatisfactory," Thirty-two 


tion to be unsativfactory. The study cohducted by the Jundor ‘League of Loudevile 


Ce ee ee ee ee 
4 . Z € ‘ . 
. : 7 4 ; . i a 


format entitled, A ,cAtszen’ a View af Quality Eduoatson (1977). ie interview | 


a) 


m:: the interview sampla. fenton numbers within the boundaries of i 


a 


Ja son County wera gengrateg by, a Computers By feeding in all the three-digit. 


local ar@a exchanges , athe computer was then pyogramed to randomly generate the 


Me Ny : 
in the Jefferson County area to have an eee chance of palng selected, but it 


“also generatdd:' a number of unlisted and new subscriber nuhbers ag wall as the 
listed ones. The petmary purpose of this study was to define "quality, adecauioal _# 
as it was perceived by Louisville aud Jefferson County. residents. "Quality 

» ‘ ¢ 


education" was defined by interview responderits ‘as that: which includes: "1) ood 
‘teachers, 2) a firm foundation in the‘ basics, defined as language, artd and 


tlathematics, 3) a wel terounded curriculum; including a fund of Bane information “8 


V 


4n history, literature and science, and enrichment programs. ‘auch as art and 


t 


music 4) devetopsne the dosixe to learn, both now na in the future, and ‘5)* 


parents and the overall Soancaiey working with the school syatem to i ible a \ 


a 


tN, 


prapent quality G£ aducation in our school system?" Whan- given the choice of 0s 


\ 


necodonade only five percent of ang respondents answered it ‘was "very satisfac- 


percent thought it to be "satisfactory" and 37 percent thought it haiti weet 
If, the categories of "unsatiefactory" ‘nd "vary unsatisfactory" are combined, oy 


, . \ 3? 
approximately 38 percent of the bespondants found the prosent quality of aduca~ / 
4 


bk 


atko gave a pEeacsonn of cPeincas accotddig. to race. The rdeponges “unsatiefac~ | 
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tory" and “vary unsatisfactory" were combinad; 40 percent of the white and 44 


od 


parcertt of the Black. respondanta found the present quality of aducation to be 
-ungatiafactory. The results supply a normative populgtion for purposes.of 
comparison for “np findings of the present study. . , a 


A recent report by "the Kentucky Commission: on Human Rights (1977) ie en~ 


titled, igdniag Gasbatesscion Increases as Schools Desegregate in Jefferson | 


County. By using Black pupil residency figures, ¢ensus information and data : 
supplied by the local Section 8 HOUSIRE Agsistance Program, the Commission con- 


cludéd that “The pncreass of Black pupild in’ suburban Jefferson County in the. . 


‘ F h 
past three years ia fan greater than the increase for any three. year period 


* 


. wince 1956 (P. 5)." Since Bas ie ow in the housing market showad i deems 


‘ é 


ing houaing sagre 


on, but, ae 1974, the trend reversed’ showing increased 


housing desegrdga . “The Commission attributes this reversal in housing trends 


to two. factors. \3 irat yas the school desegregation plan encouraging Black 
‘ ‘ 
parents to move, to area in which they are in the racial minority: exempt ing their 
" x) 
children f from busing for eflght as of their 12 years. The second factor is 


the success of the Sactilo Housing Assistance program, This highly effective 


Program has placed 434 pyar familfes (through the and of' 4976), who would have 


otherwise: been unable to relocate. Of these 436 fami es 266 (61%) chose dasegre~ 


gated housing. SO ot | . & * 


! The conclusions, however, should ia considered tentative because there: was no 


nN 
° 


way of ae practsely where the Blacks . moved. “tha tr: adsumpt ion that ' 


the mow itient was: mainly to white neighborhoods ta: reagonable. because | Jefferson 
} Ql 


County ta re 95 parcent white, Howavay, there’ are alao Black nedgtiborhodds | 


' 


and bgqause of boundary changes resulting from ther implementation of the wes. 
; . a 


gation plan, chara, waa ndy, "y of dataxmdning amides what prgportion moved to ~ 


ry * 


thowe mraag ‘* _ ; 
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¢ 
The study encitled, ‘ccinuncr Pogetiseettsian Winona ta 


Fayefte.and Jeffergon (June, 1977), closely examined wide~apread housing. discri~ 
mination in Jentenaon: County. Individuals were selected to conduct tedta with 
a number of baat estata agenta’ and apartment managers, These individuals were 
carefully straaned and paired in teans consisting of ‘one: Black and one’ white ‘. 
person, Teammates were *EyRENOE matched according to sex, genera} appearance a. 


and personality traits. Age and sex were tonsidered important to aliminate the ; 
possibility of dieser imitation based on aither of those factors; general appearance 
\ 


and personality bratte were considered Lnportahe because it was necessary for 


4 
™ 


| both tasters to conduct themselvas in a similar manner and to evoke a similar 


response from tested huokers and apartment managers in the survey, The study 


s 


: includes seventy apartment complexes and real estate-offices, The results of 


ne nerady are as fotlonst , oa ing 
4 ~ 


1, Apartments were available immediately for whife testers, 
wheres Black teammates were courteously told nothing, « 
eee was available for three months, or only three: badroom 
apartments were vacant whereas & one bedroom had been“ 
requested, 


8 ane 2. Hones ware available for white testers to inspect and 4 
| buy as requested in terms of location, size and price, ‘ “4 
For the Black teammatas nothing was available at the , ye 
o - specified sae or specified price or 08 the size 
: | « requested. « i ; 
3., In the forty real astate office — beste’, Black ‘and white es 
( . t atars were given different information on financing a 
—_ “Ws hdmas porting at the specified Bene in thirty-three 
~~ Casas. 


“ 
é 


4. White testers were told the agent could agaist in’ ‘arrang~ 
. — dig financing; Black tasters were told they would have 
ta = | to oktadn their own financing, that: money was "tight, i 
we ye “ and were quoted’ higher intarest rates.,. 


” 


oe ; | . . . : if, . / | 
“ 5. In dnly one cage was there d reversal, giving’ preferen- , 
tial treatment to the Black tebter. (p. 3) 


a .- 


Finally, an~informal paveenteecion conductad ~ Suzy Post of the Louisville and 


Jaf ferson County Human Kalacdoits Cotfmiasion involved: the collection and examina-~ - 
tion of newspaper articles from the Courier-Journal ind the Louisville Times is 4 
newspapers. ALL newspaper articles pertaining to busing, desegregation and cha 

' Jefferson County Schools that appeared ‘during August 25-October 4, 1975, were 
categorized as negative, neutral and positive, The "negative coverage" catagory, 
described * ers dalited human interest eaties on -anti- ~busing pendere and 
tilots, Positive news coverage ‘described seek: business being carried on as 
usual, Blacks and whites in friendly “tnt@raction and supportive devpgregation Plan | 7 
statements. ee indicate that 50 percent of the borat collected articles 
on of a negative gature, 33 percent were neutral and only 17 parcent = posi- 
tive. Ms. Post also pointed out that fhewspaper ‘pictures seemed to run in about 


the game proportion, and “nat in her opinion, had more of an impact on community 


| “petceptions than did the articles thenbe Hee (Post, 1978). 
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aa METHODOLOGY ; 
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be 


* 
In: order to-answer the questions present eh in Chapter t; three types of a 


¥ 


sete wore, utilized: 1) birth’ data for Jefferson County, 2) public and nonpublic 


‘school @nrollment data, and 3) data obtained from interviews with parents. 
ern 1. Has there been a decline in white public school enroll-~ 
. ‘ment that can be associated with-che implementation of | 

‘ the desegregation plan? v . . : 


a. Are white students enrolling\in nanspubiic 
schools Within Jefferson Coun avoid — 
j ; Peet eeapeeien in the desegregation plan? 5 Say 


'b. Are dite families moving theit residences : 
outside of Jafferson County to avoid’ parti-~. 
cipation in ‘the desegregation plan? © 


‘This two part question was mainly answerad by means of trends analyats. This 


provided a measure of how enrollments in Jefferson and Sveround aN counties 


Snatzed after the oi erueecnen of, the desegregation plan, ~ ! 
nd 


parents of ‘students, who wete enrolled in paempobees schools and ‘schools outside 


“a rd 


- Jaffersdn County wits interviewed to. determine if the change in enrollment was 


: : 
related to desegregation: - _ i . b , 3 
_ Question 2,, Are pareo f publite achool children making” residential 


. changes within the county. to avoid the busing of their 
a. children’ $) 


This question wae answarad by means of an analyeis of the enrollment patterne 


of school within Jertarons county. -Hypotheses generated ware Ene: ‘dubjected to 


confirmatory andlygis by means of interviews with the affected’ parents. | 
iy & 
Question J. What” are the: features of court-ordered desegregation 
6 that influence enrollmant changes in thé achoola?: 


This question was angypred by means - sof statdetical analysts of arotimant 


+ 


data for individual achools ueing characteriatite of. the dasggragation lan and 
bed ( 


of shee jndivdduay schools. as independent! variables, | ue 4 


Question 4, What are the characteristics of the tdiiowing three — 
ts groups of parents:. rm 
* : a . \ , tat 
a." those who trangfer their chi ren\ | *, * 
to non-public schools? P \ a 
ies J 
b. those who move out of the’ county? 
yo : 


¢. those,who move within. the county? 


% . & 


af 
*. 


‘ This ‘question was anawered by means of analysis of the gurvey interview data. 

, ; ; A cd 7) 

Mi Pa @ i 
Trends Data 


Public school enrollment data were } beginning in 1956, and updated 


4 


a 


. through the 1978-79 school year. Public achodls in Kentucky are required to sub 
‘ ; « * / : - 


“ - ; 
mit an enrollment report to the $tate Department of Education at. the end of the 


Er. e eke Ga of each school year and those data were used ig tile weday: An eati~ ; 

| mate of the aici breakdown of these data was aia from researth conducted . a 
. by Doyle (1974) for the jens 1956-73. After, 1973, inforniation concerning ethnie- 
-\ ‘ tey wad: available from schoeayaten reports. a a 
Non-pub'Jic sees enrollment data were secured ‘from the Office of Catholic 
Schools and the Kentucky Department. of Education. . In 1978, ‘non-public schools 


‘ 


¢ 


wera no longer required ta repoft enrollment to the Department of Education. Ten 
“| non=public schools . failed to File the report, and ‘the data for those schools ware 


gacured by contacting the schools directly. Non~pubfic ‘school’ enrolTnent, had been 


* 


declining prior to 1974..; The declining: enrollment tretid was projected from 1973 


through 1978, ahd designated expected enrollment, “Kstimates of the number of atu~ 
= ; 
: Pte, My 
dents enrolled in non-public schagla who might not have enrolled had there been 
no desegregation plan were made by noting the diffarenge between the expacted and 


j a : : ; - 
actual} enrollment. Ethnic breakdowns for non-public school enrolitient bs dad 


available; however, a Catholic denoot offidiial astittated that the number of Black — ‘ 
. € ay ’ ae . ‘ 
students in that ayetem had never exceladed five percent (Dumeyer, 1977 & 1999). 
+. ' 2 : | 
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In this, study, tt wae aaauneil that the ethnic ratio remained constant, and the 


data from non-public achoals were treated as ile envollnent. er i 
% 
White birth data for the years 1943 through 1972, were obtained from -Kentugk 
\ + 
' Vital Statistics (Kentucky Department of Health). . These data were assembled in 


twalve year aggregates ata plotted in relation ‘o the school Tease in which’ those 


he individuals would have been of school age; ‘e.g., the ewedve year ‘agthogata -1953-64, 


- 


was plotted opposite the school year 1970-71, Total white enrollment was calciilated 


\ 


by combining the non-public enrollment and the white public enrollment for the 
years 1965 through 1978. “The tgtal white enrollment as a percentage of aggregate 
births was calculated and displayed graphically. ‘This procedure made it’ possible 


to observe the relationship betweerf total white enrollment and aggregate births 


before and after desegregation. 


« 


Estimates. of the number of students lost to the public schools because of resi- 


’ 


dential movement out df Jefferson County wer darived by extrapolation; 1, co the 


trend in total whites enrollment established prior to the impact of tha desegrega~« 


~ 


tion plan was extended from 1974 through 1978. Thie mada possible the designation 
of an eryeceed total white énrollment which could be compared with the actpal an- 


collment. The difference between expected and actual total whita anrollmeiit’ ta . a 


an estimate of the loss through out-migration’ which occurred when the desegregation 


4 * e 


plan was iapiananved: ‘ a 
Several Procedures wara used to validate the results of the trends siatvits ; 
offre. First, a dassgeapher with the Urban Studies bantwe: University of 
Louisville, prepared net migration estimates for Jefferson County from 1960  ™ 
through 1975. (Brockway, 1977). Secondly, enrollment data” for the eight contiguous 


counties were obtained from tha Kentucky and Indiana State Departments of Educa 


tion for the years 1970 through 1978, \In saddiaton, estinates: of population 


‘ 
% 


e 
y 


' ee 
’ : 


‘ a . 
° : . .¢ EA \ : ° 
* , . 
a , “a . . 
e 

4 


changes in Jefferaon County, based on U.S. Census data, betwacn. 1970 and 1975, 


Pe Rad a! af A 
were ébtained from a publication by a p Sabestenn: County santa agdncy (HSCA, a Ay 

{ - i$ i ' 
iy "sl 

gost 


School Specific Data 


An exathinat td of the enrolment characteristics of each achool whe necessary 


for. two wis cose The first Bunpose was for answering Question 2 which involves 


e 


a determination of where families were moving within the county and how this was . w 


related to the desegregation plan. The sacond purpose was for answering Question 


3 This question concerned the relationship between characteristics of the ‘ 


\e 


schools, of the desegregation plan, and how those factors were related to enroll~ 


v 


Ment patterns in the county schools * \ : 


~ 


Movement within — county The sae a a plan stovides an incentive for 


families to make dentiential: changes in onder: to avoid the busing of ihe child~ 


ren, A seadene who lives in a school attendance district in which he or she fis 


in the ethnic minority, ies not bused away from that school, 


9 


4 


Evidence concerning\ the axiatence. of a pattern of reaidential changes by white 
. Parents to areas where they would be: in cha athnic minority ara consistent] Wraga~ a 
tive. During the second year of the atudy, 4 search made for such familias was = « 
f : ' 
_ largely inueeaasti r~ : | 
| On the other hand, there is considerable evidence that Black families are 
‘moving from essentially all, Blagk areas of the western part of the city of Louis~ 
* ville to the county where thay raside “in _desegregated or seg white areas, 
Interviews with Black panence conductad during the second year of the study oup- 
haeetad this view as did a report publishad by the Kentucky Commission on Human 


Raghts, Commonwealth of ceed in 1977, Although restricted in. its conclusions 


bacause all appropriate ‘data ware ‘not avai snbie, thia raport supported the 


: a 
: t r. 
¢ : fs 
ae i ° sa 3 are Yi 


- 


hypothesig that Blacks ware heehee do the: cougty from the-city, 


A further anaiyese of the ‘tiipace of the daecgregatton plan on residential pat~ **,, 


terns. within Jefferson County cannot be ‘conducted until the 1980 census. data ato 


1 


available. It ‘is possible, ijedven: te infer yasidential charges fron enedtinant 7 


we 


“changes. This approach wag used to monitor the movement of Black families to - 
f= araas of the county where they would be exempt from buging. The total Black 


Ps enrolthent has remained relatively constant since the 1975+76*schogl year; there- 


i 


‘ fore, increasea in Black enrollment in formerly white schools accompanied by a oe 


, decline in anvel iment dn formerly Rlack penvets: indicated that ooo were avenge ; 


to attendance areas in whfte nefghborhoods. 


Relationship batween enrollment and school characteristics In order to avalu- 


ate a desegregation plan, it is neteasary to, determine the extent of compliance 


vw 


Ca both inside and outside of the sehwol system. Other parts of this study focused 


7 


on ways that parents aveliad compliance with cn plan by - moving. out of the gounty, 

qnevane ‘thedr children enroll in non-public schoeie’ or moving within thé county, ° 
wee . re 

Other methods of avoiding the intent of the plan included: academic or medical 


transfers, temporary, residence with felavives: and/or misreprasentation of ad- 


dress. Regardless of method used, , eneea yarious parental responses to the deseg- 


regation plan can be expected to be manifested in the enrollment pattdtns of 


rv) . 
groups in similar schools. For inatance, noe students were systematically 
aereine former l¥ Black Schools, there should have been fewer mnideg students — 


- ro 


attending these schools titan anticipated by the desegregation plan, In the firet 


year of the atudy, expected airolinane was computed using an digeriein based on 
1974 75 ‘enrgliment figures adjusted by phe. proportion of white. and, Black pupils -_? 
* that ‘the plan ordered bused (Appendix ia 


a } % N 
if 4 
5 . 


“2 


an . During the sacond year of ‘the*study, expectad snrollment by school was com> 


2 ENS 
4 . 


puted by means of a projection of pee enrollment puree act aeed by a — 


jection ‘baged on the trends analyetas a ay enrolment figures for widte and 


Black students fox 1973=76, were sapatacely ‘multipliéd by a constant rep esent~ 


ing the percentage ‘of white . and Black students that were “projected for 1 6-77, 


PY 


.. a” During the ching ee of the study, enrolhnent’ totals by school for 1975-76, 


ware subtracted coh howe of 1978-79, to describe over} changes since the de- 
segregation nies was implemented. 


. The following var lables were examined: os : 


a. geographical location - East, West, South (The eastern part af 
the. county genérally contains ‘the higher socio-economic level | 
‘ white families, The South has a predominance of blue~collar 
' familias, and the West has a predominantly Black population. ) 
14 


| » 2 
b. former status of school - formerly white, Blatk ox desegregated, , 


c. ‘type of school aieeaneur ans jr. high or middle, high school, 


. 
© 
on” * : 


a. whether schgol was exempt “ exempt, non- xempt., 3 
P . ¢ 


Means and standard deviations for each category of these variables are pro= ° - 

a ; 

vided. becnine these categories are not independent, multiple correlation . 
% 4 


‘ analyses were performed to Setemmas the relationship between che ahove variables 
; and the dependent variables already discussed. Jn conducting multiple sorraha- 


: tions ‘or multiple regression analyses, the order. a which the variables are 
entered is cructal.: Shared variance is accrued by variables entardd into the : 
equation first. Logic based on the primacy of factors wae used as tha. basis ,for ee 
» determining ths 
mi 
mary — 18 y 


order | ja which ‘the variables | were to be entered. The moat ee 


the ones which are vitae bug are not affected by .others (geographi~ 
4 
cal ery type of sdhool, former status), are’ entered first. Because the 


t 


necessary ‘assumptions could not be met,-no fotikal*cquaad. models were developal; 


r 


however ; the eraphice portrayal of path analysis wag dead Fe help chartty the raw 


a 


a 


we @ used rather than beta weights: or path coefficients. *. . a _* «& , wate 
_ : . ae 
! . : . 


d 


‘eases Because caysal models were not being tested, partial copvaiatioud- 


: ; ) 7 ; : | : < : x: 
Survey Data os ~~ 
. P ¢ . ‘ ‘ : " ba] : 


‘Seyen Sets of interviews were conducted, during | the three years. of the study 


ae . 8 
(Table 1: Because of difficulties with data solircuns. as ‘explained below, 
“ : , ~ , 
different procedures’ were used in selecting the required’ caadole: . 
TABLE II ; a . 


Survey Interviews, Conducted 


» a 


White Parents ee Black. Parents. . 
Moved out Transfers to Moved within ” °: Moved within 


i of county non-public county ' . county 
Year [7 ©: X , a "Be a 
1976-77 : _ ie 
e ‘ ‘ ri] 

‘Year IL - x x x oo. Xo _ 
1977-78 - | . ‘ ae _ 
Year III , X 7 ‘ 2 . ; o X 
1978~79 


* 


; Qut of county moves year 1 The “Jefferson Cacky: pos System supplied i 


alty 


4, 


\ of 1976, but who ts not enrolled ga of October: 1976, Information Provides for . 


coach: cuiieae qactuaed nama, address, birthdate, grade, school cdde, and parents’ 


t / 


a names. A random sample of. 458 students, approximately 30a: percent of the total, ne | 
4 i 
. was idéntified and a search of the records for each student was cohducted. tg 


Local school offices ware contacted for inforwation about’ individual ane 


- «Many of the students were discovered to eg anrolled in the Jeffargon County ee | 


a 


School peaeeace: at the time of the faventigacion which reduced the size a the J 


4 : “ A ee 
r ; ; : , ; 

. . "9 
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t . a Se : . id 4 es : 
FRIC .. fel ee ee, et ee 
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sample. pone atudénts were discovered ‘to be in schools gther than the. one they 3 


if o 


if were ckpected to: getendy some had graduated, and others could not be located, 
This peccedure yielded the names of Sige endents whose record had been sent to = “< 


sbnbal dtatnicts within i3* ates: of Seteavecn County. .Figure 1 shows tha per- 
v 3 ‘ ) “Ny 
aentage of the’ samiple. by category. . 


uv 


. - ¢ 
° . ‘ 


ha Still in public 
: , school 


Gradyated ..44% a 7 


aqgoenneremnn « 


Moved to nearby counties * 


Transferred to 


Dr outs - 
a non=public schools i os 


_ Moved over 


* , ar 75 tiles 


Figure 1, Sampling attrition by category for year l, 
ry + i : * e : : t 


t . ' MG, 
) < ‘ 


[he sample of 47 was further, reduced -when it was discovered that the families 


of eight students continued ». reside in sazfdrson ‘County, and the’ families o¢ 


a 


nine students could not be located. The zeae 30 ‘students represented only 


a. oe 4 
ig 28 families because, two sets of siblings were included, Thrée of the 28 had un~ |. ‘ 


we nN 
& P] ry . AC 
Tiated telephone numbers. ce 3” . 7 a 


Out of county moves year 2 Due to need record Keeping procedures in the 
o- 


Jefferson County School System, specdfically | the failure to maintadn the school _ 4 - 
systen' ys magnetic tape library,. it was impossible to obtain a oe similar to 
: thq, one ufad in the firdt year of students whose families had moved. out of the : 
_ County. Instead, the sample wa obtained from trangeript request forns for the 
“maith BE Septamber, 1977, Requests from schools in> ‘the eight surrounding counties 


of Hullite, Hardin, Spancer, Oldham, Clark, Floyd oa Barriqon gone utilized, ” a? 


a 


.y =. pole ‘ . ° ' ‘ ™ wg a 


. 
: a8 4 a 
id : : 4 


, A sample of 4d nanes ane aalected from tHeae foring. *Parsonological - : ‘ 


dace far nach cadet was 
at ry 
: i. : 
ae was necaswary to. obtain telephone numbers either through the telephone in- 


* .¢ 


fora on service or through edennoue divestortes because. le school systgn 


beained from the Jefferson County Sehool Sydtem, 


- Y 
a, U 
4 


“does not maintain teléphone ntimbers for. etudants at a sentra location. In 


« 
s . 8 " , : » ae 
, ; 
re _oany cases, cha nfogmac provided was not suffietent to locate a student! ] ' 
‘ . a, . . 
“Edmily thtough telephone information sarvices: In 42 cases, ee listing for ° 


te 


aan “the aample names could be obtained in the locality to which: the child's tran~ 
script had ‘bgen dent. id eras tiad private numbera, one number had been 


"Heconnested and a: were unavailable cieaa five attempts to.reach the re- 


‘y * ’ 


e a , v .o \ 
. ‘spondemt were made: Thus ,, a total of 45 pbrcont of the sample could not be - - 
: : > A . : 
: an , | 
y contacted. only two -poxgant nefused to pastes in the aurvey. Six pers ot we 


oe - cent of the sample were Black at, therefore, were nat utdlized in the Bue: \ 


Twenty~one * petcent of the sample families were not #atedyn the nocanaty to 3 - i 


‘ i 


which che ee was gent; instead > they were found Msted fn the 1978 ie 
phone directory for Loulsville-Jefferson County. oe ogee no at tempt to con= ° 
tact this goréton of ty banpls grou bécausa it seemed reasonable to asgqume 7 
that “these faathies had not moved out of Jefferson oat though their child'g 


a 


“eramdbeipe iad been serit, to an outcounty school, - Coupleved iicarviews totaled 
4 


he? : oy ; 7 . ae | ~ a | om 7 \ oN 
’ ‘ » ed = on ( : < va | . 
| Transfers fo. sencpublie athoots year 2 The list of 14,312 students enrolled 

marty the spring ‘of 1976 mt not: in, the ‘fall of 1976, provided by the district and” 
\ gdeneribed eatlier, ylelded 86 seadaata ident ified as attending non-publfe pales ar 


° dn, Jat feteon CoE, 7 — yy Pe m 


the camp 9 oF 86 was reduced " 83 Pecaune: two" ‘students on the wh a 


* 


cae a * 
° " . 


; ene and one student, tad been pladed in the wrong ‘catagory, Of the 
a ne re er ae « . . Se eg 


£ Page Fi oo » . ae © rs a“ Fae 


a eo a | ee 7 ; a : Fy a 2 7 ie a 
‘ : ek f o /. fr. em. 7 ¢ ; 

4 * tv bh . % e - , : Ai , ‘ 
sample of 83,- two Fespondante had unlisted numbers an ‘two had rlones which re 


: baen aibeonnected, Anpther arvip of 20 potential rebrondents coutd not be lecatad 


khrough the telephone book or directory absiatance. ° Nine esapon ceive ‘refused to 

eactieipavacdi tha survey. The, sample of responses avaidable for analysis y 
a . an 

tBtaled 50. , pe | 7 aa . . : 


i . 
x o 


“Transfers to non-public ‘schools year 3 As described under the section, Out; 


of county moves yaar 2, data for students anrolled-in the spring of 1977, who - 


carey to “pron in the fall of 1977, were unavailable, The lise was epeanyes 


a 


from Conadecivt request forma for a cis leaving pubyic schools’ ts attend 


; non~public schools An Jefferson County’ during the months of July-November,” 1977. 


A sample of £09 students was vandonl elected from, a total population of 527, 


. 


Of these, 102 had, requested that tral scripts ba sent to Cathélic sthools. 


.) 


Before interviews could be éontinebad it was necessary to obtain phone numbers 


from’ telephone, directories since this information was not, includad in the 


a 


school iene records. In many cases, the information soy on the tran- « 


an, 
aREECS was not.sufficient to locate a sudan! 8 family through, telephone infor- 


mation and directory services. Furthermore, there were other factors that 
pn an 33 


h. 


céused tHe sampla to ba nafrowed. A breakdown of thasg factors is provided. tn. 


“able IIL. It shows only 93 complete intarview responses were obtained; 51 
. 4 


of, 


“with parents of ohildren who had transferred to non=Catholig schools and 42 with. 


} 4 


a o  @ 
parénts of children-who had transferred to Catholic achools. 


a en 4 
bo, | . 


4 } 8 ; a : 2 ee ae a 
ae : voy 7 ’ ‘ . . ' ;* : ‘ . : i 
f , ’ TABLE FIL . : a 
i ‘ e e y 

_& « | ae | 2 ee RR 


Nod-Rubltc School Interviews oe 
” ‘Yoar 3 nears toe, Aceritdon = A 8 7 ty w. 
i, te ®., ie ‘Genie 4 Catholic . 
: ee, a , a Fy : , rn) 
va Telephone number -_ Fi , , . - ee ae oe, 2 . cen ; # oF a” 
* \not available ‘ os ~30 | rr \\ oy RS 
. . , , j - ’ . : 
j Telephone number 
"incorrect 4 “2 . 
b ° 
3 Subject rafused : ' 
to respond ; ce el » ae 
Parent already « . ; . ety 3 4 
interviewed for sibling 4 -3 ; - } - = 0 - a 
) . ne nie 
' Response terminated 3 : ( 
before completion . a. CO s P -~ 5 
my ° ; . . ; Il 
Total aac . “51 : . ' 56 . 
: ; : . : e 
Initial Sample © | | 102, 98 
Completed Interviews .. ot y 42 
a ‘ \ : aap . . ‘ , : . 
Withjn county ,moves by Black students year 2 A list of all Black elementary 
. f . ‘ 
do studentg who were in the minority sbut who were not busad, was obtained from the. ) ‘ 
f ; : 


Jefferson County School System. This list contained 2,085 names, A sample of 
170, Black students was randomly selected from this population and stratified “so 


a8 toi select Black students, ffom each school in numbers proportional to enroll=- - 


ment of Blacks.in that achool. Because of 1 names not listed in telephone informa- 4 


en. ‘ a: | 
tion services, unlisted Aumbera, and parents who did ‘not ‘me@t the criterion of 
= kecently thoved, a, otal of only 54 Black parents was interviewed. > ag - 


v. 
gar 3 A proceds similar to year 2 was 


WAshn county, move 


4 y 


used dn year 3. ¢& sample of 253 student names was selected from a list of 1,612” 


/ 
: y ‘ - 4 
f and acracitied 4s in the previous year, Because of the problem. ‘of telaphose nuit 
\ 
bate that copld not be located or which ware unlinted, Wrong or ddsconnagted, . a 
. ’ A ; Q ° . $ ‘ id 4 . 
é ’ ‘ - - ' . ' 


ae mé « Bae oo Ly 
4 ; ; : ¥ van ar Fre . = : . 2 & 


: aa Ye 


< ss 
> pargons who ana nee iad within che: last five. ere 32 were. with persons who 


“ohky 74 complnted interviews ware obtained. ‘Thirty-four interviews: wore’ with So oe 


- 


had moved within the county, and dgh were with persons who had iaved into | 


‘' Jefferson oguaty eon another area, 


eg ee ES Re Within. county moves ‘by ohio jeu your 2 Samp hing procedures for this 
; "group were similar to thoae used. for ident itveag. Black parents. ‘the bapinaing. +" 


‘ 


sample was smaller, 52, and after the. loas due to geneeeion: from factors already 


| ieaetonaan cals ve palate uake ou tees ebtyplated. “The type of subject’ - 


t ‘ 


sought, white parents who had.moved to formetly Black attendance areas in order 
for their child to be in 5 aaa! and avoid the, inconvantence of busing, 


‘ _ could not be located. — a : 


. ” | _ % 4 
| Questionnaire Design . , 7 : | : 


nes the pEEaE year of the study, peroeee of seadenes. who had aged thejr 


residences out of Jefferson County were interviewed. The major purpose of thoed 
4 
Se 


interviews was to determine the extent to aay oe desegregation plan had in- 
. * + 


"f€luanced the. families! decision to move. The interview gchadule and notes on 
its develoyment are contained in Appendix ff. 


° 


With the exception. of the first -year interviews of} parents who moved out of 
the Bounty all interview schedules followed the same general format with- ce 
questions altered for certain categoriés of eae The questionnaires ware 
, administered by telephone and transferred diractly onto. coding sheets, An accom- 
punying sheet Si ateck answerg was used to copa uti formly with refusals or re~ _ 


4 


apondent questions (sea Novendix The: ‘questionnaires were davioed so that no 
more: thas Veet minutes would be needed fot aach interviaw, A-half~day ses- 


dion Ma eine wag provided by an | experienced telephone ;inteeviever Followed 


by a pretest of the ‘Anotrument on a dozen appropriate. Abjocts. i a rapult, 
vs ne : 4 ™ 


BBY |: 


»,. 


. oO 1, 4 


* r 
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of this procadura, minor changes wara. made in the-wiirvey instruments. QuestLona 
were included which focused on the ralationahip batween the ‘deaagregatdon Plan 


an) 


and a paranta’ ‘deciston to avoid having 2 ret children bused, Other quastions 


measur ing attitudes were asked in erase 


¥ 


fe) provide a clearer picture of. ape 


Ayes. flee 


"reasons ‘auch dectalone- were made by Secate: 2a 4 2 by 


2 


Some of a questiona ‘ised in the survey were ‘borrowed directly and by per 
; : . 


mission of, the authors. Sources included: the University of aera Urban 
Studies Center’ 8 Commund ty Priorities: and Evaluations Survey No. 5 Sey Yebruary, 


a the Duke University/Loute Harris Attitudes of Loulaville and Jefferson | 
County Chtdzens Toward Busing éox Public Degegregat ion, September, 1977, and 


the Louisville Jundor ‘League’ 3 AsCitizen! gs View of Quality Education, pa 


1979. on . é 


Limitations 


’ 


1) Although‘ the desagragation stain wis iuplenen ved in the fall of 1975, the 


study wag not initiated’ ‘until the summet: of 1976. For this reason, “Mas not 


: & . £ » : 
possible to interview those parants who either moved out of the county or who had- 


uw 


. 4 : vs 
2) er the gecond year of the study, 


a m 
ty am e t 


as 4 result of the formative evaluation of the interviews which took place aftar 


their children trangfer ad to non-public A een 1976~77 school year, 


e interview schedule was changed 


fd 


the firat year. Changing the ‘inatrument resulted in a much better interview 


of . : : 
schedule, but it had the disadvantage of preventing direct comparisons between 4 


the fitet and second year of tha study. : _ 4 
} ; 


fi . . ‘ 


3) Obtaining accurate student records a the school system was quite diffi~ 
cult, At the sama time that thé desegregation plan was fas aie the Lowle~ 
ville Independent School District waa merged with . the Jaf ferdon moe? School 


Syatem. ie a part of that process, the data, pees and deudent ‘redotd Baya 


cme ida ia 
Ke 


. ior 2 . ‘ 
é 7 ‘ > e 


tama also had to be marged. ‘Record keaping procadures had not iaen adequately 


ion 
Paconcited t to facilitate accesedbility a accuracy. The pereestnnt mathod used | 
é to keep track of students did not involve age ignment of a unique | number for each 
¢ a w sc 
igs 8 studait , 90 sea matching of nameg was nscesuary, for locating * atudent 
F ‘ tN e 


} ™s, ; : 7 at : 
tates This was an awkward procedure because a ché@ngeNin even one letter pre-~ 

’ . y * + au ; i sa) a 
vont matching’ For example, Joe Smith, Joseph Smith, Joe S. Smith were 


a @ach treated separately even though they might have rgpresented one student. 

oe en a 

: This contributed to a “high rate of sampling attrition. -_ a . e. 

- &): \as reported in Chapter RPyeneee: were many differences between one | 
ae | Louisville and Jefferson mousy: aydeena:. Merger produced saci exons conflict | 


wey 


oe" and resulting publicity, in all probability, undermined - puphte confidence in’ the 


schools. Le was not: posible e determine the extent to which parental decisions 


4 ” 


to avoid tha acho system-weré influenced by “this factor as opposed to the deseg~ 


. Tegation plan ‘per se. ? . —~ 
& ~ . 
5) Extrapolations of school enrollment trends were madé to agtimate the im- 
ee 6. ; . 


pact of transfers to non-public schools and residential moves on public school 


enrollment. While the extrapolations used géem reasonable, thay are always open 


to question because it is impossible toXnow what would have happened if desegre- 


gation had* not occurred, ay a te 


; ? 


a] - 


°6) The* use of the case atudy, itedl£, poses some Limitations. It is diffi- 
‘cult to titer iia these apptoaches and impossible to distinguish between 
the impact of other events that occurred oimul taneously with the maprmentar tat 


‘ of the desegregation aaa Inferential methods are inappropriate in case 


etudies, go a different. igpte 1s required -for dijatingutyhing porweds important 


and trivial effect bs 


4 
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; Tranda_ Data , ("rk “ 


White public achool enrollment data are presanted : in Figure, 2.. Bi¢th data 


ae, 
for Jaf farsot County fr the years 1943 through 1970: are grouped in’ twelve year 


a 


aggregates and graphed opposite ote corresponding aghool year; Q.Boy 4954~65, 


. birth data are shown oppodite a 1971-72 school, year when those children. wera Ming 


; a ie school, age. The peak public achool enrollment was attained during the 1970-— 


7 


dh year ‘ind corresponded wifh the igneee sah of aggregate births. 


eshaveneien threats in the Loudsville community, the white public 


enrollment began ha drop gradually batwaen 1970-71 and 197273, From Y gar 
1972 73 td 1973~ es again preceding: any desegregation chraaerubite oe eee 7 es 


began to decline at a more capid rate. Trends data used T this rs of ‘che » ® 


, 


' .keport are displayed in Appendix G. 


\ 
‘ 


It appeared certain during the spring-an sumer of 1974 ‘that a ‘desegraga~ ; 


tion plah would be selena ed i ‘of 1974; however, court action de-~ | 
en 


sayed the actual may eneneeaten until September of 1975, Figure. 2 reveals a 
re dockins in white enrollmeht between 2973-74 and 1974~ ~75, and an even ‘great | 


% ér dagiins between 1974~ 75 and 1975276. The decline has continued but at a den om 
i -aerealtia rate through 1978-99, i ; 8 4 


Enrollgent data shown in Figure 2. were densteel for the end of the first 


@ 


* 


oonttVBE » school 1960-61 through 1978-79 with the exception of the 197 76 


“aghoot years Tha Acbesuenateay sian was -tinphlemented in joptanber, 1975, ‘and ebm 7 


i 
aM 


ih 
thundty Teaction included boycotts, ot ggag, denonstxations and near-riote am dome 
 @ Vi fla ' 
Pa 
sactiond of the’ epemnaty .In report gel. énrollnent ‘to tHe State Department 


me 


of Rdueation for anak bared ‘the eeneat aystem uaed te ‘ond of the three dudeger : * #8 


@ | ", - | ‘ | i - . 7 a " : 
er ' L eke ~ * 
| gee eae dager } ee ae 
SO, $8S8'SEE SSS 9 S885 6 38.5 & pith 
Scudants . f J! ef ae ‘om as oy 
do's) SSSSSPSSa gasses s Begs voor 
- K | a ‘ | : 
160 . ' a 160: 
155 }- 155 
: 150 “ 150 
os ot 145 
* 140 140 
136 | P4135. 
130 | 130 
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120 | “of 120 
re | ins 
S l 10% . i . 110 
’ 3 4 
105 : “1.108, 
( 
100 | ot 100 
NL h. Ml : , ar 
Ze - 95 
. de if ) 
90 + | 7 4 - “4 Sau 0 ‘ae 
—_ ‘Public School Enrollment ©. vy _ *5 
r 85: oo : BS ; 
804, 80 
75 | | le ei 15 


School 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 6990 71.72 73° 74°78 76 77 eo 
61 62.63 64 68.66 67 68 eT, 72 73.74 78 76°77 78°79 


Jefferson. County whkte ‘agategate: births, cand white Sublic school, “is 
acre linen, a 


reat 
Figute a4 


0 


4 


with school system officials (Berlin, 1977; Doyle, 1977; Espin, 1977) lead to 


i me ; ; 
s. se 


’ meee ¢ ’ as . 
(third month) figure, and it is used in thia report. Additionally, interviews 


é 


‘ . 
4 ” 


the conclusion that. the end of the quarter’ figure was artificially depressed by @. 
f s = ’ 
4 - a 

2,500 to 3,000 students, Information from those interviews can be summarized as , 


follows: 1) an estimated 2,000 students who would have ordinarily enrolled dur+ 


Ing the fall quarter waited unt), after the beginning of the winter quarter be~ 


cause of the boycott action -and other community unrest; 2) truancy cases adjudi- 


¥ 


cated in the courts during 1975~76 were 800 more than during a normal year; and 


- 3) although precise figures aré hot aac it appdaredéthat. many students 


cn) 


* - 
on able.” However, ‘officials of the Catholic school ayatan estimate ae 


-.Co the déc lining biechrare. The sharp declinas noted in 1974 and again in 1975 


a a a in.time'with significant desegregation events and requirad fur- 
<= % : . Me 


Presented in ‘Rigure Pi No éthnie bre 


who became sixteen during thd summer and fall of 1975 did not return to school. 
The dropout rate for grades 7-12 reported by the school system did increase from 9 


3.8 percent in 1974-75 to 4.9 percent in 1975~76 (Jefferson County Public Schools, 


f 


"July, 1976). an _ , rn rr? 


v 


It 18 obvious from the preceding ‘analysis that a decline in white public 


school enrotinedl took - evince and that a seeeiee of the dacline was attributable 


\ 


e 


oe analysis, ~ a Pe he | _ 


“ Non=public school enrolment wi the Wears 1965-66 through 978-79 are 


kdown of non-public ce dati is avail- 


he Black 


“anoint in ‘that’ eystam tae hever exceeded five percapt spunea oF i ; an) 
ta thts: ‘atudy, te ta asavmed, that other non-public’ schoole ‘in Jeftaraon pouies 


* “éhuro Li ant evan aualist. percentage. of: Black students, 


“Won-pubi%e school ‘enrollment. Was on the decline uid the - sehaaces year, A9T4~ 


on 


1s (20a, Piguce! 3). From tha 1965~66 kotal of 46,165 student tot the. 1973674 


1 4 
. “a 
¥ 
« ea 


p a’ 
yh 


.« # focal of. 25,718 students; non-public achool anrollment declined by 20,447, Con~ | 


gistent with che national trend, parochial schools in Jeffarson County were ex- - 
i : 
: : oe 
Studants “4 
(1000's) © 
he ‘ , ” 50 ’ 
t.+ 49 
48, 
47 
46 
45 - 
44 
43 


of : . “Mey | Expected 
23 : * hh bitmend q 


Schoo. 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73°°74 75 (76 77. 78 - 

Year 66 67 68 69 70 71 72. 73 74 758 76 37. 78 79. 

’ = r | os ; ® 
Figure 3, Jefferson County non-public ‘anrollme t AG 


‘ 


ary? 


ae losses in enrollment. An eretcke in the local newepaper "e sieiace "y 


Journ mail, 28 May 1973). comment ed ign the Sidene of private achoola in: 1973. The 


ne reported that che henruoky some. School for girls had vetsed with aa 
ville Country Day for boys. The Kantucky Military Institute, one of the oldest 
private Bape eety prep schools in the nation, necahe coeducational in 1971 in an 
attempt to BeeP its campus open, ‘but was finally forced to close in 1973, And be 


finally, thie Collegiate School for girls teckdege accept nales in the fall of 
' a 


1973, : _ we 
On July 23, 1974, Judge James Gordon by mandate of the-U.S. Sixth Circudt = «°° 


Court in ane tnnelt ordered merger of the Louisville and Jefferson County Scho 


Districts and eke implementation of a desegregation plan beginning ‘september 74, 


Although the pine did not attually go into effect until the following school year, 7 
, 


. the downward’ trend in a aaa sehood enrollment which had begun as early jas 


1965-66, sharply “reversed in the 1974-75 school. year quneuane the initial threat 

of desegregation. Earolinent in non-public schools increased’ by 2, 197. students 

in the 1974475 school year following ihe dasegregation "scares" gains of /approxt- % 
mately 2,500' students were registered ‘in 1975-76, the first year of sa a a 

gation plan, and again in 1976- 1s The rate of increase slowed slightly in 1977- 

78 with an énrollment gain all 057| nig 1978-79, non~public schoo! faivol nent 


v 
decreased by 765 sealea: 7 , # ; 


ary 


! : 
The 1974-75 enrollment increases in fon~public schools occurred .primarily in “ 


°e 


« Catholic schools. Later increases ware evidenced mainly in other non~public . 


uchoors (Tabla IV). The Archbishop of the Archdiocese of Louisville, Thomas J. - 
McDonough, issued a statement on February 27, 1974, in which he laid down strin- | 


gong guidelines bor the admissiod of students to the Catholic schools. A reaf- 


Fixhation of tha statement was tasued on February 12, 1975 (see Appendix I). 


Hy, 
~« sid 
' \ ‘ 


% i , Aas é . 7 * a | . 7 F , . = ia } 
Theae statements by the Avohbiehop were j anneeen ets souaehae’ siecesptul da pre~ : 


a 


venting the Catholic schools Fxpa becoming, a haven for oe ‘and children avoide ¢, 


‘ ‘, ag 
ing defagregation. ; _ = . . ; 
» ; ; . : a < 
og re | eM OBABLE IV : ) | 
i - Enrolment, in Non-Public Schone si oe 
School - a 
Year Catholic °° Non-Catholic © ste TORAL 
4 > : , 
73-74 « 23,430 i - 2,288 . 25,718 8 
| I4-75 25,209. 2,706 27,915 - - 
75~76 B5,553 | 4,776 30,329 _ 
» é . 
76-77 ~ 26,049. 6,895 + 32,944 
7 ‘ ry r 
. 77-78 26,266 7,725 33,991 


78-79 |? 26,116 7,110" 33) 226 


ni 
- 4 hid b 


Since the actual implementation of thé desegregation plan in} 1975, a 45 per~ 


v : 
cent increase in the number of private, non-catholic schoola_in ¢he metropolitan 


» area has occurred. Private schools which were on the verge of c tosing in the 


» 


early 1970! 3, were turning applicants Meay . in 1977 (Courier~Jou tea 26 March 
1977), —_ | =; 


the data. beginning with the 1974-75 school ak This extrapolation is shown as 
expected in Figure’ 3. The extrapolation was oeeren by projacting the’ non-pub- 
lic school enrollment along the trend line ert had been established prior to 

the first ldazecl i avent, t.e., the threat of a desegregation order in 
Jaffarson County in the spring and summer of 1974. The sharp gain in sonenlb lie 


school enrollment correlated in time with thia firat dasagregation event. 


ca ne : po : Sy, iq a 


° ’ a ‘i nay ; ° 7 - : F 
oS Table V shows expected and aotual ‘enrolment and the difference batween the _ Hy 
‘te 7) ' ro > . 
* two for’ ‘the years 1973-74 through ica = - — 
: bX : \s “4. Laid 
6 ¢ ; . 
* Jefferson County Non=Public - Enrollment ~ 9 : ” 
School ' . | , - . 
Year Actual - Expected Difference 4 
€ 73674 25,718 ° 25,718 * ~0- 
Th 75 27,915 24,900 *« a; o1s 
75—76 30,329 © 24,200 , \ 5, 129° 
- 16-77 . 324944 . 23,600 9,344 
77-78 33,991 23,100 10,891 : 
re \ P 
78-79 33,226 22,700 Benz r 
w o 
- The difference aoiniat astimates the number of students attending now-public 
» » . schools who nidig hit not have attended ‘tn the absence of a desegregation order. é 


_ These data show that many parents in Jefferson County eranererred their childregi 


to non=public schools at the same time that the ‘desegregation stan was implemen~ ; 
‘ , o : : , , 
; ted.” ? e , . ” ‘ . 


? 


The declining public school enrollment was a function of a declining birth il 
.tate, and beginning in 1974, the cransfer of students to non=public schools, 
Further analysis ‘of the ‘enrollment data was gonducted, | to estimate the eixects of : “ 


\ . ; a 
al . > .* - ae 


, Figure 4 presents total white enrollment (public and non~public) by treating a 
7 = _ the ea dice enrollment as an mene white. popdnatien and conning 
dt with ‘the public school enrolment. Thus, an a oreciaats total white enzoi= 


ment. in Jefferson Céunty schools Fon 1965-66 through 1978-79 is represented. In 


adteion, Figure sggWiudes the white aggregate birth data for 1948659 through 


. & . 
ae 


| 1961472. ° “Tha peak fa. notal ubbice wie itaaue was attained in | sais one yaar: 

. baforaiche pear in both aggregate birtha and sdhide schoo? enrollment. Fron’ 
be 
, :1969~70. through 19 475 the total white enrollment declined and ROUGHLY seeaie 


a leled the declin ‘aggrogate births. “A dnazp. aiid was recorded in 1975-76, 


i 1 > . a 
4 coincident with the first year of desegregation. The | fore contifued dn 1976 - 


a 


17 through 1978-79 at a slowet rate. As prenioueyy noted, ‘the 1975- “76 anil 


‘Agregate 2 2 3.3 °8 $ 8-8 5°88 8 £8 
Birth Years bp of dg! he he dt fl Gk ch a Od 
* a TT Oo Ww YW MW HW ww) w wr a eee 
‘ , . - 
Students . 
{1000's) 
160 
! 155 - 
; Aggregate 
+ ; a ea Births . 
. 150 ; 
» ‘ ’ 
145 ; ' Total r 
. ‘White, EnroLindde ; 
oa . FARO. 
iN i 
135 
130 
: 125 


7 110 a a eee eae ne 
a : 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 1 3 16 «77 «78 
School Year 66 67, 68 69 70 71 72 73° 7h 78 76 77. 78 79 


° Figure 4. ites a cecanate births ‘and total white entolinent 
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mania ptobably oregttclaniy depressed, because ay atudenta, failed to enroll ” 
ee in che: Pub te sahoole; june: 1. giter the end of the ftrat, auprtr, vas ened: ‘data a 


: r) 5 avr : 
ee ae a“ . 4 
os y ry Mess zt .Y . e v o, . ' ef : % 
Boy , wane foXe) Lec ted, se * o oy. 2 ; : , N 4 , , 


vies An unubuall dect ina wits wate enrollment, for the’ "1960-69, echool year ae i ra 
\. ” 


o | gpsitebced in Figuies', re vand Sa” Two. ipeumecansés may, have. ‘been related ta ‘that a 


a we 


Ton 


d ‘ . 
decline. wWiret,’, “the ‘gerkdd’ was one of edvil: rdghte activiem and Sonoiderablg. “ 
* ass i. s° % :* . 
uneDs- in ‘urban. arts throughout the ‘nation MI: Loudaville, opee housing, advp~- es 
o¢ 2” 7. es a oe 
- cates ‘and opponents’ ‘donondfeacod in che shiring aid, summer» of 1967. Dr: Martin + “te! * 


vale aa +, Pa ia ie 


; Ys | 
Luther King, : qe. Lead a dhnoast ration on March 3Q,° spite urig Journal, sly 


e? w he ” 


= Mageh, 1967). . the. Latdevinte Board ‘of -Alderman, passed ani open housing’ ordinance a “mst 
bn Septanbga ia, yap” (Courier-Journal, 413 Sepgqnber 1967). Second, AS, the 


y, “ Hsibj-Aietheaty ‘both public and not~publ H\/schiools were se eteied during a: | 
7 _, : 
- ge’ + this eee ‘Double sesutone were being ised in nhy. Jefferson County schools.., 


Pee 


° 4 

ue Catinglte. schools had “discontinued. first “grate in 1967, which placed an . 

* “f- . “ oe ; 4 
7 dation burdert on both, the Loutsville and, destetson counts systems. - These , 


& IS 


‘ o .° Ne a 


W estore may hae iertiutad ¢ to a one year nceptaiacton of white out-migration, . am 
| AddLetpnal, anabydis of the trend = tptal white engol iment in’ Jali fargon 
7 County ve. possible when ‘nae saine dae were displayed in Figure. 5, mia" graph a mi 
- # ‘shows ¢ total white Snrolineint as a —— of aggregate births. ‘for the’ years | ¥ . 
ie aes, Bs 

- {965- 66 through 4978-79. ree for the years! 4975-76 through 197879: a ae 2 oes . 
E08: total white enrollmant ag a percencaad of aggregata births La “raprovented, - : 


"The expactéd . total white enrollment waa dorarminet through an extrapolat igh of 


om) 


“/ 3.3 
" ” w 


fos 
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oa 


‘ the del ine vide had begun ie i967," ‘the agente” was ‘increnerta by’ 13, Ber- 7 


a 
“ sae 


. enc “edt aach year 19i5 through 1978. a a . 


oe 7 s ae £ A . ie 


The data, pesented Soncéning ‘total white onré Linda i snddeate that loguas of 
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Me white ‘etudente ‘began in yeffaraon County muck earlier than the advent ot the ag 
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: Figure 53 “‘Ailteeass cnttiy total, yhite enrollment « as a percentage of. 
sa 1965-66. ~ 197879 :@ hs 
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2 ff Segregation in 1g’. ade whitd, enrol ant as a pargentage of cuveunte ‘bdgthe, 
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was. s jeproxisiacely 95 parcant in the. sho yaars , 1965~66, ees and (1967-68. 
ae ¢hat Thotat, | the, péfcantage besa to decline at a ‘slowly accelerating. rate 


“uel 197%, the tixet yaar of desegregation, when there wad a percipitous 
got ve = ; 4 he ‘, : nw . a 
_ Fo. * ; : Lut” 2 oe ? gf. s® . r ‘ 


* 
Uatsig the percentage of aggregate birthe which could have jaan ce j< 


heres ti - dudegrezation sian (see ture 8), as well as the actéal percent 


ogee of! — i thie enrollment, the die féngace between the two ds prasantad in 


np oe ; , 
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4 : : | me { : : _ : 4 TABLE. VI; * a . : _ es See, 
fe : mo Comparison of Acteal with - a ings 
. oO 3 Expectad Total White Enrollment eo ‘“, 
: ° a " , . ‘ 
oe ‘ a) * Ps 
School Aggregate “Expected © Actual | : 3 


mi * Békehe TWE 4.  . _TWE. a: Difference 1 


15-16 142,594." 126,645 88.81 122,410 | 85.84 | =4,235 2,97 
16-17 139,816. 122,150 87.36 120,193 85.9% =1,957 +140 
71-78 146,706 * 117,239° aber 116,132 "84.95. - ation” = al 
79-79 £32,172 111,038 84.01 120,808 83.84 9523000 = 17 
— . 7 : _ - 4 
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The sibite school, éarorlnent for 1975-76 wa¥ "arta ficdulty depressed as xe 
plained ne in ‘tide chapter (seq page Goh thbrefore,” the differende shown 


Y 


Yo & 
for: the Zeivel year i975~ 76, = ptobably inflated by about 2; 500 to.3, 000 stu- | 
- 
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daneae ee. a = ‘ von _— om 
Total public school anrollment figures re the nig commie, three in 
southern oe and five: ‘in Kentucky , coueinuses with Jefferson County, are - 
Peoncnted: in oe 6. County: by county. datd .and a 1 Map, of fhe araa. are in~ 
éiuded in Appendix J.- The ee gain in the aight gont {guous cqynties was 


jer 3, 887 from 1974- 15 to 1978- 79, “The: -gain in enrollment accelexatad dn 1975, co= 


eo 8 incident with the first. year of desegregation, and cont inugd through \o77- 78. 


: Enrollment stabilized in 1978- 19, showing an Ancreasa of aly three erudenta Se =. 
‘\thase data tend to validace thé bine abseaaeiin concerning axpected and aca a 
; sual total mks uenbatanis in Jaf fergon County presented earlier, 
An analysis of ene rolat tonehip betwaen school enrol lrien€ and Oenen data 
made it poasibla td astimate lossas of i el attributable ‘to aceuliees 


ated Sues Te CAO, ‘Other sources confirm the extatence of. a pattdrn ‘of dut~ 


migration which was cauedng the school page population: in sehen County to 


“deolina.. oo . . | | e | : “ 
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? Figure 6. Ryblic school ‘enrollment Grades 1 = 12; eight counties 
, , contiguous to Jaffarson County, Kentucky 
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1960: through 1975. The astimates siiow: Cane Appendix A) that the net effect of 

in’ and out-migration was Lmpag ting nagatiyely on the number of achool, age child- - 

ren residing in Jeffargon County. Of coursa,\che nising birthrara eased tha : 
a number of school-age children to increase until 1969 (see Figure Ay 

After 1970, the daclifing birthrate and the continuation of nut migration 

losaes combined to bring about a decline fn the schoolmage population. 

. ‘Bureau of ch Census departs dstimate that Jetferson,Couity'} population 

os _ tose from 695, 085 in 1970 to 703,400 in 1973, but fall to 691, 700 tn 1976 (U.S. 

‘ 7 Cenada Bureau). More sigateinane for bis atudy ia tha estimate that tha under 


f _@ ae 


: tm 
"sage 18 populacign fall - “from 247,297 in 1970, to 216,040 in 1975 Gsea Appendix By 


. 
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, e 
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The trends data suggest. that eeintively ro oe left the county us a 


vaaction to. ) dvsegregation. There was an accalarated Lose of white ‘atudenta 


iy ns 
oy v 
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As can be seen in Table VII, white enrollment has declined in avery area Bag 
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- ; 


schools, there was no decline. 


TABLE X * 


Factors Affecting White Enrollment Déclina 


both exempt and non-exempt junior high/middle and high schools. 


In elémentary | 


Variable 6 ws oo a 
Geographical Location 019 004. 
Fortier Status — : - 928 07 
, Typa of School oe 444 19 
Q ns He 
; sig cote ; 
Whether School 1s Exempt Ah “ 419 
Former Statug by Typanéf of] , 90: . 
School “Interaction © - , 2 
e . * oe &e 
s ; i 
Pee a 7 rg : " > - A> . é 
" a ‘es a Py | 71, . . a ‘ ‘ 
& . | ; j ; ; \ : f le = : 4 o ¥ 


. 2 . : ° gi é : go , 
a oe An individual axamination ofegch of ‘the previously mentioned factors conducted ; 
by comparing net change among groups of schools is unsatisfactory bacause variability — 


and intarcorrelation among vanjabled are not taken into congideration. In order to 


‘account for these two factors, a mulcipla regression analysis was computed. The, 
oh, ‘ = — 


resultstare presented .in Table X. The path analysis shown in Figure 7 ofbsents” 


-a mora ‘gtaphic description of the data presented in Tabla X. Geographic loca- 
~~, ; : P * ae 
ton, former status, typa of school all’ are related fo change in white enroll- 


+ 


meine: from 1Y5 to 1978, but che strongest relationship wag with the former status «, 


x 


— 
from the increase in 


» 
° 


white enrollment in formerly Black high schools in contrast to al'l other schools 


by type of jschool interaction. This interaction resulted 


whare white anrollment declined. ‘Whether or not a school was exempt did not 


amerge as an importance factor. 
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« Jefferson County Public Schools, but not to ge exterit enae tha paronte of non 


"public school otudento did, 


4 
thd #ason moat often citéd for ‘the eee 


‘ : o we . 


, i e 4 | : te 


wee 
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_ Of those 


in 


a “out of the Jefferson cull seh District was to avoid the busing/desagragatiion 


plan. Me * 4g 


Compariaon batweeh parents leaving the counsy year 2 and those cransfarv'ing 
: ry 


% 


their children to non-public achools year 2 Pavedee who tranefarred their elidld= 


ren to nen=pubite schools were slightly more affluent than parents who moved out. 
* 
of “he county, Forty-two percent of the non~public parents reportad incomes in 


‘i _ the $15,000 - $25, 000 incone tangé, eeade 33 percent Me those who moved xbport- 


ad Hacomes in that range. Both groups were characteriza by higher income levels [ 


\ ‘ N 


; than the: err eMettaza0n County peeasoues. ; 2-4 \ » = . 
Fathers of children who were transferred Blasn-pubtic getoots were better 

sucated with 94 percent ‘having at least attempted one ‘p petcent ‘of thowe 

fathers malcing residential changes a of the county had attempted cotdoge. The 


. } . 


norm for Jef fereon County was 31 percent (Urban Studies, .1978). The wives in 


“ both groups were less aducated than were the inueb stiches : 
e 
The fathers gf sah dyan who were transferred to non-public schools were near~ 


‘ . A 1 -“ 


ly aqually divided between professional, 38 percent, and skilled, 36 Percent, 


t Si 
those who moved out of the ‘county wére predominantly skilled, 54 gagcent, with g 


“ 


only 1 18 percent being: peotadulonel: * About half of the mothers: in bdth grou 


‘ware housewives with the pe divided among skilled, Ungkented and clerical, » }° 
\ 
The parents of eile who were transferred to non-pub Lic schools tended . ta. 


Af i 


rh es younger thda those parents, who moved out of the eCOUNLY sy, Hoxey-top percant 
{ + ie 
6 parents whose children’ tranafegped foyhon~public schools were between the 
{ ) 


re 


“ q . 
ages of 35 and a6; Only 13 pare; ee il iw gadond group, those. parente whe moved 


« 


¢ 


rout of ate county, were in thak/aRemesiiga oe tha ovher hand, . the: percentages , 
: e ¥ wy vii > 
” ate reversed regarding paronta ty tio age /RARES: rifvaen aercane of” the . 
; aw" 
parents in: that dye range tranaferred ‘that children to aon~public. schoola white ' 
° 74 parcant tied out of the county, ° ™ oe ee, 
P « : P : : , 5 ‘ ~ es 
* : 4 : 4 ’ < 
\ wv a Yo 8g. ? : : f 
9 . 4 vl . a e BON eg. <r bes . ay ; ‘ 
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In general, parents of cht taven who wera transfartad to ‘nor “publ ic-aghoola : 
" ware younger, better edugatad, and mor@ likely to be professionals than those — 
who left the county, -Paranta of epahaven who igre reanteneed to non~public 
schoola raported slightly higher incomes: than thoge who left the wounty, The 


“tnome discrepancy ‘would have, bean evan graater if the results had been adjusted 


for age, po : » 
who had been transferred to non-publ yc school or who ' 
U 


Few parenta of childre 
.had moved out. of tha county favored full separation of the races, but thay dif- ae 


fearad in terms of whether they support "full" or "some" integration, Twenty- 
a ‘ ‘ ) 
eight percent of the parents With Children in non-public schools favored "full" 

ry * 7 


integration while 52 percent favored "some" integration. Among those who had. 


moved out of the county 52 percent favored "full" and 33 parcent favored "gome"'. 


Ninety-two percent of those parents who had their children tvansfoused to non~ 


s 


public schools opposed busing as compared with 78 percent of those ane Whanged 
residences, Ajong those who opposed busing, about .th¢’ eame parcente, 52 and: 58° i 
"percent, could: forsee circumstances in dhiels such an apyroacn might be accepty | | 
lable. - | ; - si a  % a , 


“Parents gf children who transferred to’ Aeospubnde achools wera highly crdti~ 
. om v 
et the juail y of education — County. None of uhaive parents found 


it vary satis£acs ry And only l pepcent of the parents found dt sagdefactory, . ’ 
Thirty-four parc ut found it unipabsereoebny and: 46 percent found it vety ungatie~ 


e . 
factory, When -thasa red jlte are compared to thoaa of sunyey #12 conducted by ‘the. .. 


. r) a 


Urban. Studias Center (1928) of the University of toutevilla, Lt was. found ‘that 7 i 
the respotises of the parente ‘ie “had lafe Jefferson County were pinilar to the — 


@ 
norm while ibaa who “haa ‘thedr - children tranéferred to eens achgolg were”. 
: >» 


+ 


7’ 


inore, eritieal of the achobl, system 


> ¢ o 
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~ 


of profesaionals Wicreaded while the number of idee who * 


a a ¢ 
a 


ELghy parcent of those parents who transfarred Pee children to hon-public 


. schools parceived that ne quality of education for. white studants in Jefferson 


: County Public Schools had deterforated since’ the {apLagontation of the desegrega- 


tion plan. None of the aouspablite Parane rade the educatidhal quality had {m- 


apovadl and oaty eight percent: believed shin ty At stayad the same, Of the parents 


' i" ; “4 . ey ae 
who had moved out dt Jefferson County, 63 percent said si educattonas quality 
# * 


a, ¢ 


in Jefferson County Public Schools had peacee. worsa; 30 percent. felt it -atayed 


the game 7 and. none, of “the-paranes valigved 1% had improved. 

Sevanty-four percent of the paneinta of children who had baen transferred to 
non~public auneeis sbetiGvadse nae their children! 8 new school was hatter than the \ 
one’ in which thdy had been prqviously saveiied Forty-eight percent of those , 


. ; ees 
parents who had movad out of the county said that their children's new school 


anne Qld, but 26 percent ‘rated a about, the same, 
« Nithin Younty moves b eee atudants ears 2.and 3 The parents interviewed 


. ware living in the. county rather than, the vity, and ‘their children were attend- 


ing formerty wate schools which eliminated Ehe need for them ‘to be bused, ane 


ee omer in the second ' yeak* of’ “the otudy, 1977~ 13, ingluded only \ 


those parence g Ho phad moved i waehin “the county. However, in’ the third year of the 
) = 
study, two eee groupe ware interviaweyy Black ‘parents who had neve 


Jefferson unis ai Black parents who hag ‘lived there for the past five years. 


. v ¢ 


Alack parents who had moved into Jafferson County from other areas were batter ° 
i 


_ @ducated, more Likely to be proféssionals and to “have a ice annual income 


4 


than the babonter of either of the other two groups. ad sin 


a 


; ‘ Pere skiljad. but 
ii ‘ ' 
ralativoly few were professionals. In the third your zs ‘ Sia, tha er ; 


yer 
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For females, therd was ‘also a ahift’ with nore hougewlyes and nomewha fawar Prom , 


lanaioanh 44 the ithird year, 
sah COUN kan, 


ie 


~ Although the sampling protedures were “identical, ene samp Tee obtained were 7 


‘ 


quite different for the two: years. This wag particularly dpparent when the e 


bas » 


parents were asked to.name the most importa reason for the dx degiason to mova, re 
In 1978, 22 parcent stated that it was, ce improve thetr . etete, a ia which | + oe | 


included obtaining more space, “moving tip" to nicer accommodations, pyrchaaing. a 


° a 
SOONG 


first home from an apdrtment, etc. Eighteen percent: gave reagond of improved oro 


' 7 - : a pei m ‘: 4 = 7 . t .. 2 
apfer neighborhood (seq Table weet 2 ey 4 ee ‘ 
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TABLE XV. ee - 
What was the, one most important reason for youx move? é, 
. awh 7 ‘ ooo 
is ae o | 1979- | a age 
: i Oa wot s 
1A . (N=33)° fake (132) ™~ 
Response f. Z oe f see. 8 
Avoidance of busing 0 0.0 > 4 &: 3s oF 
; ‘hoo 
Deseg. environment 1. 3.0 _ ae 0 ‘ 0.0. ‘ 
Proximity to work 1 | "3.0: oe 0 ; P 0. ¢ v 
Better school L 3.0 | eS ee Q7 #0 ; 
. _ ¥& ig -) : 
Better house — ; i] 51.5 — o 6  . 18,8 p28 
Housing naptte. 0 0.0 - 2. Se, is 
Better neighborhood 6 18,2 —— L 3.1 : 
é ®: ». 7 
. ‘ a. c . . , ; 
Famit ly pergonal jreasons 7 ~ 21.2 ; 22.°- 68.8 
NA eS 0 0.0. Le 3.1 | 
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The family personal reasons categpry includéd respondents who moved because. they 
ao Me 0 . ; ‘ 
ia 


were no longer able to reside with their samily, marital problems or other pers: . * 


sonal reasons. In 1979, however, only 19 percent ‘of the respdndents reported m. 


: ; ‘ «' coe he 5 F 
ingtins ne hut ee Ls a, decdaton for batter housing; and 
#4, bf < 
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oe ee oe is ) ~ 7 .. i ’ 1 t oe ow, i fe ; ; 
Pete rr ee re # } 
” a! ' y ed ee \ MO gaan “os 
whoa , rn ee s 
. poet ’ a, + a ' 
it es : \ ‘ ’ oe | ! » ’ 
‘ at ae 9 . ‘ 
1 4 moves. eSevOney- one pergenc, be thibee urveyed in 1979, Afeted reasghs categorized . 
a ‘ r S « [ 
as te Ly peryonal veasongi. senna 4 : ; s 
a ; In tthe 1978 survey, ng: respohidenta atated that their family moved in ty 
“to decveage’ the. numb er, ‘ée years hiner ehtid would be bused even though 33 Gs 
be My 
: cant! seated that had they. not noved, their children would have been bused 10° 
o aetes ta 1979, only © ong respondeny listed busing as the main reason. for isa - 
= 4 
and ten fee of thede reapopdinta statid that before moving, their children 
ee if ‘S 
a would: aye been used 710 years. biopie ee fact a pohe of the ‘children ‘of 
. Parents inedeviowed ayould be béiied se purposes of dadepredation, 2g percent of 
ae ra Y 
a the ‘gatipLe. population in 1978, anid 34 percent of the respondents in the 1979 aur 
Ae cael, belLeved that thet énaydeén would be ieee (Table XVII). When asked if 
: e ue , + : 
aney had planned a move. prior, to the tmpLementat son of the court- -ordared dabeg- 
ee ee “tagation pai’ in 1978: "19 -figeeone respoyied affirmakively - did 50 percent in ; 
a , 1979, a . ‘ . . a Re oy . W. % ; 
. i : "re " ; o- _ 7 ; . . Pi : . . 
oe of OF - . 
ih ae : woe TABLE XVIL 
| “iow many - years ans 2 gps child Be bused : ‘naw nt you have moved? : 
a | LA | (t¥e§3) : a ene 
’ : : . = % { 
4 8 
. | None ee 24 72.7 62.5 
1-2 °° . 0 0.0 ee: 0 » 0.0 
3~4 J 3.0 ." 1 ce ‘ 
8 - f o $ . i { 
an " Oy 2 6,1 * iN & 1 tA 3 1: 
° e eo] yet . ‘ my a 
*e > a : ' pS 
. ; “1 » 3.0 ° 0 0.0 
” t ‘ ; 
in . 9~L0 a a 1 o $70 ty 0 0.0 
te Unsure " 4 , dal x 9° 28.1 
a 4 bg = 7 . 
4 _NR ; oo) 1 3.1 f . 
ae e 4 ; * ’ r 4 ¢ 
’ \ : a yw ' \ 
a foe . 4 ‘ oy : my ‘ 
* e 2 t 2 a 
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thirty parser of Black Parents Interviewed in asia an 25" erent wn. 1979, " soba 


4 si f 


were punonae to buaing. Of these groups, “80 pergent in: 1978, and, 89° pekcait in . oe is 
1979, a morse a bunting situation which might be ree for achiving - : 
desegregation. Wien asked to ae extent the. buotig p plan ‘aig i cs 

as move, 88 percent of the ae veapondeube and 2 peréeng: stipe in the 


fe 
1979 survey replied that it had no influerice at all, ryaive percang. any inte, and 


six percent in 1979, Seated on it had some Anfluende: on thedr agetdton ¢ to gove ° 


e ue re 7 a 
(see Table XVIIZ). : \\ . - . = oe 
: ( : s mb y ‘ 
e t \ " Xa ie? . : \ : 
r cor a : y at ae % 
8 TABLE XVIII ea 2 ts =), oa : ty PA 
To nee axtent . did the busing pap influence your deciaton\ to nove? E 
- te aa ny ° ee ae ha _ Ve : nm 
CO 1978 1979 , 
‘ au oe se . 
1A, (N33) i. (N=32) 
Response i | a ° x, . 


> 


Strongly pe wanes * #0 eae 10° : . 7 a a | 0.0 7 a 
Saas influence 9 . 3 - Dak | ou : 6.3 
ne eneaience at all Ba . % 29 - os 90.6 | 


Both, BEOUPE pene Pose ed ubayorahie ace trades pomece Sospereaatipny Seventy-niit 
hercent of the 1978 responderits and 85 perednt of those intervigwad in 1979, - fA | 

t oe 

favored full incaeratdon. furthermore, 85 percent in 1978, and 87 ian i As 


\ 


4979, favored ‘a balance of Black and white students in school: represantative of 


the Blagk/white proportion in the lal As Bath, the quaetion on, busty P call 


! 


when asked to what gxtent desegregatad classes influenced their tei to mln © 
Po ry \ ' \ 


91 percent of the’ 4978 intervAey Soapoulonts and sh rperceit of those interviewed 1 


in 1979, replied that it hed no: tnfJuonce at all. Prior vo chek ‘move, 18) per- | - ' 


‘dent of the 1978 respondants ‘and 40 parqent of ae 1979 Pein Ns ta . aie 
: hes " 


i i tls 4 Onde eta a cone garni. gett. 


a Le ts a 
“ ‘i ; q 


4 e a ae c ee ee 

te ye ~ , v j = oe f ; 

. ® ‘ 7 : 
w o. ~ ‘em ‘ a , J ome : id , Ses 
. ae es . : a % ay a 
ie : q . : i: 4 . 
a ‘tadghborhoodis parcyived. to have ‘dae. than 28 percent Black. After the- noes 67 
‘ sf Ow = Se Se 


| Sércant, in 1978, and. 72° percent in 1999, ‘Lived 4a ‘noighborhosda where the, Back ne Maa 


a TN Gey . 


: population was fa i to be 30° forest or’ ‘Lease. . us = oe 7 es : oa ei << ss 
: yoo | an - = 
: i dle TABLE XIX ee ‘ . ; 
Sel « : f eae ae A 
4 . What was the percentage of Blacks a your former wel bouhond : 
1 I ae : “a ; . ; . i" ‘ : \ in! 
ye , 1978 ~ 1979 | | 
“~~ | “ “" . ‘ ; ’ : P j ‘ at 
" 1A (N= 33) oA (N=32) 
\ + Response me: ; E fe 
& ‘ 7_ ° , 
' Q410% ae 9.2 5  . 15,6; 
1 \ .f ron ° : a | 
" *  ‘U1-20% ~ , Sal : . 2 rr 
' , . a ; 
: 21-30% é , 2 . 6a ’ Ll 
yo! 31-40%. .. a0" a OO 
En eg . P . 7 
_ é , : ? : an “igh 
4Y~50% ; 3 9.1° te 0 0.0- 
51% & above - 20 * 60.6 =. 20 62.5 8 
Unsure : 0 0.0 | 1 oe 3.1. i re 
' NRO 3 94 « “2000 6 
. rn a: 4 | -- 
‘ y Black parents’ seemed quite satisfied with the quality of rar the: 
Javea in County Public Schools, Sixty-one’ ‘percent of Saed sncenviewed in 1978, 
i > @ 


‘ and 69 percent of toes er 20, felt it was satisfactory. Only 36 pakeaie in 


yhpa ad78, and 31 Pereene in "1979, falt needs, Since ‘the implewentation of the 
" a dewegrageticn plan, these parents, in Bene felt that the quality..of educa~ 
a tion for white gridiute remained, the sama. Sixty-one percent in 1978, and 590 8 


ae 
pathace of end roopondents dn 1979; felt the quality of  Masavien eonaralty re-= ns 


‘ tained: the sat ne ‘although 25 percent of tha sample. in 1978, and 19 parcent | in) { >: 


173), ade thay didn't rawlly know, For ak _ Studenta, 46 percent ‘of, those 


‘ 4 a vs if et — vt Nhe vey ee - 
re an 4 «tee aie and 40 percent: of those in 1979, felt tpat educational / |” 
Sk eR ka 7 : - 
‘ . cee : ; y ; i “, 
. ‘ ‘ ' ws 08 ¥ 
- j , by, 
a 1 NY. rs s =, ses 7 % 


a quality had bocovas. 1 Thaircy percant of the 1978 -group and 22 percent of the. 
eu @: 


| Govee! * L979 group fel b chat, dt rema ned the: same while 12 percentjin 1978, and 19 per-~ 
ere wits i an eats 7 mad ‘i ene 


‘“S 
eeig ven Sh Ledges add, eet in vols HB lot a large percentage ‘of 


tee te : 


‘ 
the respondents ine pit that their child's‘present school was better than the 


} 

[ 

| 

school pragiaiais attended whitch would qunnents no tendency to move for purposes . By : 

I 
ss 

of finding a "better" achool. | 


7” i aa a from 1978, ‘and those from 1979, were divided into two cate- | 
am . 


4 


gories based on total annual ‘income: respondents whose income was above $20,000 


and respondents whose income was below $10,000. Both groups felt fhat the quali- (wy 


iF 


ty of education had remained the same for white students, but the group of 1979 
parents with total incomes of $10,000 or lower, felt less positive towards the 
#. ‘ ae 


\ ; ion 
quality of education for Blacks than did- the other three Bkoups. . 


These data may reflect the level to which the’ children df- these parents are 


2 


achieving academically.’ Those from the lower sociq-economit. families May not be 


succeeding .as well as those in the upper income brdcket, and this fact ‘may. tend 


’ 
a 


to. inf lyence parents in their pescepeson pF the quality of, edudation. . 


ee ‘ "3 Only” six percent of the intervie Sionie! in: 1978, and’ 16 percent of 
ap Bh eo ; 
en 4 : 
is "those in 1979, stated thay wera using housing assistance. ‘Eighteen, percent in 


» ae 4 
} ‘ 1978 and heeeeeneent in 1979, mentioned that the aya tzabansty of financial 


housing assistance had at ligaee gome influence one their decision to move. 


qx 
gay 2 and 3 the results of interviews with 


penonee whose chiidren vary transferred to ion-publis.sehoots for both yaar 2 


Non~public school ntervil 


and 3 dre in Appendix Ke Pardits of chilaytn, who, transferred te non=public : 
¢ 


menoo ly for ‘the 1976-77 school year, year a4 were divided into: two categories: 
: l Gutholic ahd Lae data In year 3, 1977-78 beh 1 year, there were four . i on 


Categorias: 1) Catholics, 2) mainstream ‘private, 3) private chureh“related and d 
. 7 Ee : . : a 


-4) private church-rddated, parents whose child had returned to public’ achool, 


a Re «" o ee, w " ‘ ; ‘ , . a ‘ on Ms 
; _$ oa . : j 
a, ‘ } ial . - 
. ae - a cb. . 9 Y ' 4 ° * i 
i ° The folowing, Sqpton of. the chapter’ whith: cdvers the waya that: the hse 


, 


are ‘the game, 13 followed by a description of the ways that each* group differs. 


The numbers in parentheses’ ‘refer to fthe auseerons. on the intérview schedule) the 


results of which can be gourd in Appendix Ky! 4a 8 . ae 
t 1) True oft atl a Ye. 7 . ae ’ 
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Nearly all of those inte viewed were: parents of - families with nh, Sea 


l- 3 of whom are of school age (Questions 2 613). In every* group, respondents 
felt that ‘since | desegregation, the quality of education, for dhites- — declined ” 
ie Pe 
" (Question 9). Tt was. generally felt that the Auality of eduéation. provided-by 


the Jefferson County Sthools ig. ingatistabtory, and eesronennss reported: that © 


they copsiderad the education provided by the panspubli ae ry to per at ‘Least 


‘ ” 
somewhat betGer (Questions 8 & ‘20). Parents ‘in every group avi ed that the £, ct i 


t ‘ : 
that thet child would be attending classes with children, of. ad Eferent race| did: 


not. inf lusines their. ecision to: ‘enroll him/her: in a non-public ‘s ool, but ‘the, 


vast wajority of these same respondents did not have children, in ptivate schools ‘ 
prior to the fall of 1975 (Question 11 & 19), amie: most individuals iiter=\ 
yi 
Pas had sities oné or two children who were sched ubed to be bused sometime 


~ 


during their school years, the vast majority of these say cae had meray bean “ive 


bused for debegregation ureters” ata & 17). Since the, interviews wake, fg 


’ 
oe ee eee on st Setar eeen cant smd ey ee ee + aes oman 


generally conducted during he Any the majoriey of respondents were female, and 

t ’ x ; 

- of these female respondents, the majority were housewives Question 26. &. 23). ° 
ay “wathelle Sahoola Tay ta _3s 


ro an 


As would be expected, the majority af. espondénts, with children in Catholic - 


' ‘schools are’ themselves Catholic (Questton 25). Righty percent af ius inter~ 


s @ ¢ 


viewed in 1978, had children. enrolled in Catthol ie schools, and 74 paneant of ‘the 


1979 respondents reported to be Cachonses This ta ae cpnerast to all other, groups. 
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where the majority are Protastanta. ° The’ parents er ghiddxen. are enrolled . a Sapa Ce 
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rf Gathalic schools :tend to be lead: oupoaed. dcatueine than any other group excep ty 
ie * 
a ss mainstream private (Question 6), Only 45 percent of the 1978 Catholic school 

respondents and 56 percept of thase interviewed in 1979, reported that they. . | ¢ 


were atrongly ppnce ed gee Cusine, ‘In ‘contrast, 73 percént of the parents whose - 
o 
children ware envowied in private oe in 1978 reported opposing busing 


. strongly, pevanthse tent percent of the 1979 private chureh~related respondents, 


“and 70 percent, of the Andividuals 6 comprised ‘the private chyreh-relaced groups 


a 


who returned their children to public schools aise reported oppuatas busing: see 


seaman naennenenell 


9 strongly. In i ee ativatie group, 52 pércent: of the parents were 


‘ stpongly opposed | to busing, but ‘17 percent of these parents weve yinsure of exact- 


swe: 


foe ly how ey felt. oo , % 


i a 
The patents whore children were enrolled in Catholic schools were more likely 


- have had. them earotted in non-public schools a to 1975, than were the 


i 


Giarents who. comprised ¢ anyother single group ae cha ll), se me the 

a, 1978 Catholic scheal respondents and 68 percent of these interviewed. in 1979, re- 
ported to “having considered, enrolling their children in non-public schools prior 

to eouredoniavad desegregation. Fifty-seven percent of the 1978 private school : _ 1 


respondent * group, and 57 percent of tha 1979" a mainstream private schoot porns : 


<i! EN 


: ~~) responded likewise. Only 28 percent of the parents whose children were deeuitiea 
ae 


i et el re berate 


at ne re paren ee ees 
. —_—_— 
t) ee ee cmon ener —ntn ee een een rea cet a meee, echo 


in private church~relatad schools, 4nd none of the respondents who returned their 


¢ ~ . 


children to public schools from srivate church-related schools, considered the: 


Ne 


~ -—“eraneter prior tOrIITS 


ete te - eee ee eee re Y 


> Mainstream Private School 2B & oN. * 24 


An’ ‘examination of resultd of the interviews with pardnts who comptised the ‘ 
: * 
. mainstream private achool group, showed ‘that : thease. vita came from 4, | 
higher socdaltLass than thea other respondents. ‘Both males and feiinles in aes. 7 , . ; 
pete - partdeular oie wore pertee oereece thn those in any. of the others,. and the J. “ 
. . ; ais of 
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group contained. more men ni ‘professional sear anes vad aa if: any of iis “othge 


x { : 


“—~ - 


\ . groups (Questions Z3 & 26), “In this partioulat group of patents, 48 Pareaht ‘se? 
ab ‘ : on | . re 

the males had completed college, and 9 percent had at least some graduate a3 

® ‘% A an 

school Spueaeione: ‘The next hope bighty eduaated arp of- fathers was jn. ther, a ios \ 

group of parents. who had ghildren in private isehpos in 1978. ‘Tan .pereént ‘Of; " a 


these Parents had coin lene college, ad oe percent had some graduate “sated 


uf 
( 


The Least” well-educated group | was the gne av: igieluded fathers whdse obiddren ; gts 


es : attended private. -churcherelated sc heeiae Gnly one par int, or ten percent of the: 
. respondents had received ‘mora than a high” ‘school ‘education, The mothers of io 


sean aah 
eee wee taeh ae 
roy = 


children atténding Galnetwea: petvate. school: were ‘also batter educatéd than. % a : 
bo a) 
. those Ke sai ‘other group with 96 percent of the interviewed’ gubjacts" taving ob- ‘# 
\ ¥ . : : ; ; ‘o. 
sh . : . ' j € \ _ cy mee 


tained at leagit same - higher edueatten.e' 


ae too 


Ninaty-gne pereent of the male parasite in “thie group, be i tespondants badieproe: ' 


2 7 
j : : oy : ; . Ss Li : e° 


Le ' tassivnal, oceupattons. The next: largest group of professinnald ‘came from respons: 
a fa oy - . cs ® = 


» dants whose avian: wera enrolled in -Catholic schools during, the 1977- 78 achool 


x te 


ce year, with 42 percent pecupying professional pogitishas 7 oo Ee ' | : 


. 4 


The. _ group “of! ‘wyinatrea private. school Sanonre were: gondrally a Little older 


: “with 61 percent over” the age of a They aiso reported. args annual incomes: 


a than any of the other respondents (Quastions 26 : 28)». ‘aa tneredibly high Ad 
i 4 + N . 
parcent of these families fad avprela, er incomes, oF éver $50,000." None of e , Oe 
- *y . : = : ‘ : 7 ¥ f 
| 4 - 


/the- ‘other ‘groups of respop ants had tncomes nearly this high, 
’ Raswoudente in this: BrP, seamad. $9. View Antegration much more favorably: than : Ps | 


Joo pe ate aes ae ee teen 


A J 


oe 4 any of the other groups of parents "Question 4). Seventy-four percent, favor fas ec. 
err ) ws SLM tee hae t a ey 
racial Yincegration, overt a choice between dome tntegiation or verltation of the.” 


t 


{ ee The group ‘of 1979, cathode: respondents responded ‘the moat closely tb thig Fah 


a~ 


o nathetreum, pekvagy trou Fortysine percent ward, tt favor of flan’ paca, Anges : 3 
gration, ‘Those parents whova! children ware: seftrolad dn prlvate careeghaen oo ae 
’ i ee 7 . " \ wt 14: 3 
ee Se ea 
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schoola had the laage favorable Attitude eogerey integration with 19 percent 
, - ) ‘ 
favoring separation of, the raced, ‘ : 
: ' 


4) Private Church-Related 2C re 
/ a Z ; : . ‘ 


/ ee 
7 An examination of the. vesponsea of parents who comptised the private church- 
; J 4 r ’ 


ralated group, the group who transferred their chitieen from public to private 


, : ; w 
* -,Church~related schoolg. in 1977, revealed that they were more atrongly opposed to 
desegregation than any of the other groups. These parents were strongly opposed — 


° 


to busing in all cases, and stated that they could not forsee any pituation in 


which it would. ‘te acceptable (Questions 6 & )). One hundred percent of these 
parents were, at tease, ‘somewhat opposed to busing and 79 percant were atrongly 


opposed: Sixty-one percent of the private shuccheteiuead school perents claimed 


e 


to be opposed to busing. fn all cases while ok ees stated that they could 
forasee a situation in which it would be acceptable. The vast majority of rer 


| ’ 
spondents An almost all of tHe other groups reported ‘that they sould foresee a 


, situation in which a busing program might be acegptabiel ts. ‘them. “an 


Parents whe sent dtidiand to private church=nelated schools stated that thay 
Ps Me . oe Y- 


\ ad ° 


had not considered enrolling these children in non=public sch olsvprior tq the i 
’ ‘ . ( ' . 


-AmpLementat don of court-ordered PeSeESEAESOn (Queadion 15) « Seventy~one percent: 


vof the group had mot considered this ehanee wutie only 29 patcent eiatmad unt e 4 
ao 4, 

they had. Respondents dn thia ‘particular group ware the only parents who did 

not List the "quality of aducation" ag being*tha main reason for transfert ing 


“ thete child to donpublte schools ~; thirty-two percent of these parents ‘Listed 


che "bus’ ride" as their main » ready for' =e change (quastdon 19): thd "qalLty i. At 5.5) 
of education" was the next most ‘apoetane reason with 29 percant ‘of tha’ ceuhonde 
% ‘ ) . . e 
ents listed in thie category. ‘ . Pe 7s Cae? 
Although these teapondents listed the "hue rida! aa being tha meat. snpaptone 
¥ . Pa a. ‘ * ee AY ; 
reason behind their shone to private school, thay gra, ona of che ) y: groupa of , oe 
A | | | . <8 ° a ge ‘4% _ vee 7 ; . . i) . ’ 
& ‘ a e . 
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- . t - a : |  & 
. ee ia which the majority: hate. children ‘riding the. bus to their present 
aabbeku ere 20). ‘The group of parents whose children had returned to pubs; 


lic school tefm private church-related schools also had more children, seventy 
6 } : : ‘ 


percent,, riding buses to cheiy présent schools than children who Were dee, EaEEY 


4 


* | percent. al gf these: parents compriding the group whose children attended pri- 


» vite church*related schools responded that their children would haved been paged: 


. 


oy 


t 
‘the previous year if no ‘had romatited in public achools (cveee 18). see: 


one percent of the group responded affirmatively? to this question, while only 39 . 


/ 


"percent had children ‘who would not: have been,bused 1f they had remained in public .' 
- - schools. ) » & . 
; . 5) Private ictoheaateed: Returned to Public ‘Sehool | - 
| None of the respondents diaae-chidean had aan crated back ie public 
- _ schools from .the private prueehe relayed had moved within the last six yee ‘ind 


" the majority of this group had not moved in the last tan years (Questdon 1% * “ae 


Seventy PaEcene of the mate parents comprising this group were akilled workers, 


while thasfemales were, _ forthe most part, Rounen aves (Questiion 24)., This group 
t 


_of eee was the oh}y one that did not agree’ that it was a good idea fpr Blatks 


w 4 


, ie  . nd vhites ta go to. “Rehoor tegether. In fact, a "large Bumber, ty’ ‘percent, 


? 


HMonatdeved it to ‘bé a- in Siuea. Not only w was the majority of this group strong~ 


, 


ly opposed to busing, but thiidke other groups, were generally opposed to busing 
in all cages and could not foresee any situation in which it might be actaptable ° 


to thém een 6 & 7). Parents comprising this particular group were not as 


mm - 


oe wie the eae of aducatjon provided.by the public echopts (a8 they. 
Os 
were "with having these: oh let used N(ques tion Joy. Sixty percent bf ‘the panpone=: 


4 
ents in ‘eho group idgtad the "bus ride" as Seiad tha most important tenson Jor 
N 


t 


enrolling their child/obtigren ‘in a a sclools: while only 30 percent 
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listed the “quality ®£ education" as the’ main reason for the transfer. Interegt~ | 


s 


{ngly, the schools these, children had attended were segregated, but they still 


bee : 
” 


had to ride a ple to get to school (Question L3b & 20). Seventy percent of the (’ 


f 
parents interviewed {n this particular groyp admitted that their child/children - 


@ 


. were riding buses ‘to their present schools, and only.30 percent of the parents 


s 
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chad children who were not. 
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CHAPTER V ° : | ‘ 


_ CONCLUS LONS | » 


the , Purpose of this study was to determine the effect of court-ordered’. 


ore 


Eevegresst ton, on. atudent enrol.lment and casldnnttal patterns in the Jefferson 


Gaunty Public School BESET aes gato timent changes over the years: gince the de~ — 


e 7 


segregation plan was inptenancad-: were studied along with trends in enrollment 
over’ the past ten years, birthrates, migration patterns, non-public school 
enroliment, and residenf€ial changes within the county. Parents who had moved 


Or. trangferred their children to port-public schools were bredertewalt Four 
- questions were stated in Chapter L and used to guide is conduct of the study. 


the “questions are restated here to provide ‘an outline: for the preseneation of 


“the conclusions, 


‘N . ‘ 2 ‘ . 
Quest ion L. Has there bach a de¢line in white public school 7 
a enrollment that can be associated with the Ampie> 
A mentation of the desegregation plan? rae 
‘a. Ave white students enrolling'in non-public schdols 
a within Jefferson County to avoid participation in 
=~ the desegregation plan? 
m 
b.. Are white families moving their residences outside 
of Jefferson County to avoid participation int the 
“ desegragation plan? 
ea 
White public school enrollment in Jefferson County has decreased dramatically 
@ince the 1973-74 school year wnen ‘ became apparent that a desegregation pes 
_ would be ordered, The 1973-74 white save vingue was 111,131, By the 1978-79 Benue: 
‘ "  -year the enrollment had oon to 77 iol a decline of 33, sk apis has lad to- 


the genenal penree that massive’ white Flight has taken hace: me this dacline 
| i ’ 


. took place at nhs sane time ag the Amplemedtation of the Jesezrenasion plan, it 


ie incorract to assume that M4, of the decline wap caused by the desegregation “4 
lal 
. order. The biggest part of the dacline fpac be expladuad by sietenesd Tp non« : 
4 bey . 
r —_ oe a ; | c& — 
: ‘ . ‘ ) te {. - . : ou . 4 “8 ee 


.? As - | ‘ 7 0K, Lag. : 7 ; : 4 . 


a) 


one ae Sige to Ene imp Lementation of: the hae phan. During the spring 
4 ) 


subiTewehvel ‘enrollment, ‘a continuing pantera « of “out-aiigration and declining ’ 
t = 8 * 


’, : 
4 Cn) 
‘ 


ee . . * 
birthrate. 


! wf 


on 8 Thee was: an “increase of 2,200 in nonpublic achool enrollment ia awed, : «f : 


4 


ats z ‘ 


F a 


‘and summer of 1974, a 1 desegrephtiok plan was antiodpacad ; waver, court geet ay oF 


_ delayed the actual” ‘{mplementation wet the 1975- 16 acheol dear. Non-public 


hh ; a. o. 


- achool anvollment had been slecteaving poe Several: years and, the. 1974 os aa .. 


consti tuted a + versal of that Leeda Subsaquent gains, 1nfeRorases wer i alc 


be —— 


mately .2, 400 in 1975-76, 2, 600 tn 1976- “77, and lL, 050 in 1977- 78. ties were, by 


‘ 


‘1977-78, approximately 10,900° ‘students enrolled a non~pubLic iovte-ute wound 


eee oe " oot ae . ' : : : m, 
have bean {n public schools had thera been. no desdgragation event. Due fo 4 a4 


ama} decrease an non-public ‘school enrollment, this figure dropped ta, 10,500 


students in a 79, 


Transfars tq Catholic eanoone accounted: for moat of the non-public schoo}. 
enrollment increase in aha 15.0 mn 1975- 76,° Catholic. achools enforded ‘an “adinta~ 


sions policy desi 4 


to check rhe influx of public achool Panaters sdigas 86 ithe : 


{mp Lementati of ‘the desegregation phan. “The effort was apparently suiccesaful 


as shown by t fact that tn aubsequent years the enrollment gains were mostly. 


in other non-puplic schools . f -_ eg i - & @ 
7 : : 3g 0 


Si a tterns in, < bf “Jefferson. County cbimuns.ty have contributed to a 


decline {n the number oF white: public” séhoo! ‘acudenta, Analyses of the combined 


ee and non-public gchool savolanane trends. show that for several vyeara/the | 


commimt.ty has been losing cone didren at a rate i a would’ be 


’ ‘ 


. 


expected based on birtneats ~~ Families with: sehool age childr n é have been *. .. 
moving out of the Souaky. at a rate “faster than they are bate taplaced by families 
with achoud- awe eeitdtea, m aot when the’ initial gain in non~public ‘sctjool 


enrollment wag: observed, ate was no indication of movemeitt by white. atudents out 


, : . ot , a . ee 3 
\ ’ . ane . . o % 
* ‘ ‘ . 
. a 


‘w 


‘ ad ae i , 2 neg : , eo 
“of Jefferson cant !4n ekdons of the. trend. yg batt’ been caéabltohed caplier: 


: ‘ ’ 7 2 ae 


this: seems. ‘reatonabla since’ the anticipation of” a desegregation. pda 4, 1978-75° 


odid. hot reach siajor proportions’ antil che ‘epring and bujtner, of, 1974, " "hus, wile, 
‘ ee 


af 


not enough time, to" Sreause fae: new housing, during the fret’ year of desegre- 
aucton, fe 200 to 14700, sgudents maved out vf Jefferson Cotnty tn excess of ‘thes. 
number wick would, have been expected based: on dut~migration crénda. ‘ow 1976277, oe 


thie number rose to approximately I, 3005 By the third year Of. desegregation, 1977~ 


By the: ‘number had’ dacrbased to approximately 4, 100. In 1978-79 ‘the hut hid tae 


“tala co approximately 230, tt ré, eneretors congluded that during, the ‘eteée 


ate 
o 


“three years OF desegregation, ‘there das a small. but: d1ecernable inerease An: whe 
, : ¥* 


‘auger oF ‘families with scheol- ~age: children who moved . Suit er Jefferson County, 


o 


‘ . 


a 


By tha fourth year of desegregation, thé load of white * students’ eetatad! to” 


. ‘ - * “ ‘y. 7 2 ' . 
“desegregation had becone negligible. 4 7 a Se 


ys D 
mei > : ° . -. 
° a 


- ‘The decline hn birthrate began to affect white ‘publi “school enrol uient in: 


197t and. cont iptied through 1978, Tye birthrage decline, : ‘equpled with out-migration 


pacedriy, whichy: nad eitared: ie the 1960" 8, acogunted for approximately 23,000 . 


a 
b, 


er’: the" 33, 500 decline: dn white enrolment between i973 and 1978. The. remalmiing : 
10 tae, 10, 300 sudentd,, regulted from. an, inorense, An. not publig ‘school, ‘entoll- 1° 


‘ 
, . ; : “on ! : 
—— ‘ Zs + a ey te eg Fe OF - fa 5 48 oS a Leet yo 
tent,’ ae hae , ose ‘ o ; . ae : ato! ae 
F a e . e 4 a Y . a * ~ 2 ’ t — 
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Had * slot sahan of the aateasbstion plan aradtly. accelerated the. 


o 


\ 


bt 7 movement of white families but Rys Jefferson County, a ‘decline in the’ fietsday 
“sYnarke auld have been. expected. However, during the Boraea the housing market 
fn Jefferaon County wns strongy “anid faniiies nigving sue of the county could . 
“expect a geod price when ‘selling their house, Despite the fact that es 
@ 


Hr. ‘ yt 
: leaving Jefferson County mig ae that the desegregation order was ‘a 3 


factor in causing them to wii Lt’ is ‘tnportant ” 'to enphagize that vesidential 
* a 


ae théite, was” gut tictont’ amg to ‘rans fer children to aso-pubtte gcndoley. there wi " 


. 
oe 


7 . : : ohige x ant oe when net’ cidomes gett Fyaediay ‘no. matter’ how thany ae 


oe ‘ ‘ 
4 “A ae 


ea a families, mgwe. out and atertbute: ‘the: ‘hove ; £0. dgsogregation; 1£ al of the fami ied ‘i 
é a" . a8 4 : (ie ‘ S 
0 are replaced,” there 1@ no white (Alighe. The het, Lope: of families hae could be. 

e ” re Pe Ps Me os es 

7 . * ageoctated with | the implementation <f rhe desdgregatlon. order Anvolved small. a a. 
Ll 4 ; 2 


. Aumbers ,ofparents and occurred aed dyeing | ne ‘drat: years of the implementa ion ’ 


ly, 


of the. eae . “ 2 _ Py ca - . 


‘ 


a . ae ae : The. Increase ‘in crane tei to. nori=public ‘schools has* docurred under pee Mg 


‘ 
Ve ’ ~ 


‘cumstances eLiak the increase td the ‘iupLanehicatton of desegregation. In 


ae “order to detarm e whether. transfers to > non=public stools were the direct result ; 


eo : ‘ ‘ od 


ie “ow ; of the desegregation, order ‘rather evan some other factor, interviews were con= 


“ducted with. the parents ‘of children who. were evanaferrad: these parents were 


“ 
: ~ 
ee my ww . . 


an . * “divided {nto eheas Pe ara those. uhose children transferred to Catholic schop 1s, 


“those gideer childien’ rans ferred to mainstream private schools, and thoge& whose | a 


v by 


oe, citi.ldren transferred’ to church=related schools which were started at ea the 4 


“game ceding” ab the implementation of desegregation.. Parents whgse children were. 


placed {n mainstream private schoole: strongly ‘favored full nactel integration 


r) F 
and were “equally certain that it was a good idea for niiaees to go to schools 
7 .- , t . i 


1 which have a racial balanc&é similar to that found in Jefferson County. They were.. 


’ 


almost. unanimous in stating that the quality of 7 aa has declined since the 


- 


implementation of desegregation. Parents whose children udre traneferred .) Aapiy” 


established chuegh-relatied schools: had eos Maveuable attitudes toward “desegregation 


4 “ n 


and were less sonceuned about the quality of. education. The attitudes of Catholic: 
\ 


{ school parents foil between ae two’ groups. 7 tk ‘ 

; : 
;. The decision made by Biass parents to send -— children to non=publi¢ 
iY hn a 


a ; » ook ‘ 
schools was clearly related ‘tor tng implengntation of the. desegregation plan, 
es Whether the ddstoion was based bh, concern for ‘the welfare of their children, a 
4 rd ie oe 
i jeaden to avoid tite inconventance of busing and provide’ Pex .a hatter, en; 


for thet children, or symptomatic of. racisin cannot ba determinad. piPreranweay 


ws 


e 


Eergiin county. Sehoou! Systens was ctautiatLe atid i singe the vorger ‘the. dohools.: 


’ mr 


Paxerits’ may have peceived: ‘that, ‘these events, ae wétk. as desegregation,’ don” 


desegregation caused white: -parents “to transfer their. children: to non~ public 


among’ ne groups may topule re ‘s0éto-eenonise dd ttotences “in tiie perception of 


at 


~ what : aa; soctal ty: ‘acceptable attiyudés,” the. nett cE the. Loutsvilie. and tee 


Pa ate 4, 


have been sande constant attack from noEh inside’ and outside" ‘the schodl, syatem, 


eedbaced re a dower duality Of. education. . . SE as oe 4 


“In ‘aiumary, while Lage ‘iumbeis oF parents have transféy 


A ” 
ko 5 mogepyblte ‘sctioote, thet Chua. potivatton for doing so pemains , uncle t 


Aa probably becqusé cach’ deetstons ‘are not made based on a Sinpie factor buts are- 
-tblayed, ue through’ the anterackion on numerous “comtivadictory attitudes and? 


ae 
v f 


ee Non- “public schools would not have enjoyed, thety curtent re~ 


ae without. equrt! ‘ondéted, dosegtezation but just how ‘and why. school - 


schools ts, Gites; - - a : co . - f 


_ “Queattog o3 | wre’ parents of public school hd vieen making residential 


ay! changes within the county to avoid ene pues of their... 


‘children? a - ~ 


. 


‘The analysis ae ee ‘atudent. entroliment in JetReresn County: clearly indicates 


“1 


e that Black enrolment has increased in fermerly white Schools. This” increase. has a 


‘ 4 


takan place tn both the South and Rast, bak is greagest in the South. Blacks‘enroll-.* 


| ment, has declined in the formerly Black achools in the West. . Black “énrollment 


? 


tor. one entire county has: remained relatively stajale over the past: fourfyears 7 


and. it ban therefore, be ‘concluded that chaee enol Inenté changes arg’ the result 


“of teaidential movement. Black secdents volunteering to be buded: could provide | 


‘ment may ba to pmalt Black neighborhoods in the: county, but because the: ‘aove~ * 


@ 
an alternatite explanatign tox these ad changes, “but because Blacks are. 


LAS 


aneaady wused for 10° of their re years, this ‘ta unlikely. . _ Some of "this ‘thove= 


” y 


ment it, 80 widegpread, there appears "to be a sizable shift of :Black ‘fami liad 


é . oe3 Fi 1 3 . . 


10g... Y 2 ee - 


Oe ae 


i ) 4 ” : : : ‘ 7 ' , a 
| “out, ‘agi the West end of Loudeville into formerly white areas of the Cae 
= v . 
“Such maven, are attract{vé, " becalise according to the desegregation plan « a Black 
Py: 


| ee child Living in a white ‘residential area does not have to. be bused. 


Interviews wre sonduened: with Black parents who hati tioved into white neigh- 


we 


i “porhoods with the expectatign’ that the desegregation pian crass be shown to have 


ms postive effect on residential Sesegregation. The canals oe the interviews, 
; a - 
however do not sipport that done Wisdow: Almost: all of .the Rarents interviewed 


\ 
"dented having moved in’ order to avoid the inconweniedes of busing and, in fact, 
nay, were ‘Under the | mistaken impression that their children enle. ae to 


hi Ct. “a \y 
oe oe. me buna . _ ~ | 


i 


Daring thee second year of the study, an ‘Unsuccessful attenipt Wiad, made to 


“Lyi 


¢/ 


locate families of white students who had moved to neighborhoods where rhe 


children would be seven ink formerly Black schools. Their children, had either ' 
t , a _ e ? \ 
ake been attending these schoels for quite some time, or they had, moved eo reasons | 
, \ 
~. clearly unrelated to an attempt to avold the fey oleae of their children in 


the busing plan. The responses that they made to questions: related to bua an 


reegenne cent _ the quality of education were Enghareeten rs ehe of person \, 


a __ wishing to avoid the desegregation pian. : _ =. e 
2 . we ; 
ms Question 3. What ane dea: padtured of court-ordered dedegregation ~ ag ys 

; that influence enrollment. changes in the schools? ° ca 4 
re o 


“AS stated copb4gr eeppronitately 10 fa faver white students attended Jef- \ i, 
AY « A th 
ferson county Publit Schools in ig7a-32? baa would have been i aati the ‘ 
N\S 


“9 3 

Ss : 

copestegathon plan not been implémented, | The lass” was in Black omer schools \ 
at \ 


a 


in the West .and white elementary gchools {n tha East, “White sneoi iment in: the 8 


i 


A 


- South has incrdaged since the initial year of desegregation. A large factor in 


; : ae : “4 " i" ae 
_ thig increase was yndoubtedly the boycott action in 1975 which kept the enroll- ' 
“ ‘ ¥, ‘ ‘ 


ment at a low, level. White enro|lmant in formerly Black high schools has 


. 4 


increased since desegregation was implemented in 1975.' As wily the elementary 


schools in the South,’ the 1975 enrollment was low because of the schpol boy- 


cotts and that at partially accounts for the increase registered by 1978. 


In addition, high jie are quite different from those located 4 
I 


1 dn the city of Lou sville that were formerly Black and some white students 


4 
' 


eee as ‘ “ Pos . : . 
apparently find te academic and social atmosphere in those schools attractive 


i) a 4 . j . i: . 
and volunteer foy, busing. . : , . 
‘ 4 ‘4 
; { pes ve .y 
Question 4. What ate the characteristics of t “§ AL lowing three ‘ 
=  REOUpS of parents? Sis. ° ow 
"] ie a 
. _ a. those who .transfer their nad to non-public 
¢ — schools? . 
b. those whg.move out of the county? ‘We: 


‘a ; ; 
c. those who move within the county? 2 : 4 


~ 
f) . as : 
” 


Parents whose children transferred to mainstream private schools viewed 
. wy a f. , . 
integration much move favorably than.any of the other sub-groups of parerits. 


'; This group tended to be better educated than the others with a higher proportion \ 
of men in the professions. They were older and had much preter incomes than any 


of the othet Tespondents. The qualery of education provided by the, public schools’ 
was of more concern than the issues of Adsegregation and busing. Those parents 
, ae 


who transferred their children from public to pfivate churchrrelated schools 


: » a 7 , 
were more strongly opposed. to desegregation than any of the other groups. Those 


tespondents who returned their children to public schools after one year in a ‘ 


Private church-relatéd school were also adamantly opposed to desegregation and 


4 


busing. Parents in this . -category yote less concerned with. the aa of éducakion 
i provided by the public schools and more opposed to. Blacks and whites going to. 


School together, sof the aba DAKE these parents: were skilled Ldborers sad: 


¢ 
e 


tandad to be Less wellMeducated. * a pe ye ee 4 
While some parents who moved out,of the county are quite willing’ to state that et 
7 : ‘ e ¥ . qt ay 

desegregation played a pert in.their decision to move; their attitudes toward ase 


4 ‘ N 
4 ‘ : ¢ be rane — 


i. a ; ' fa : . F d 3 . , . 7 - , | : . 
ERIC” wee tot 0%. ; 1 a. 


‘ : men are. * : : 4 : 
' | oe me OWN, 


desegregation, busing, “and quality of. education ate, Less ane than nHOBe wii 2 


é 


had their children trang ferred to nansoublid: ‘adhoola. Parents who a ‘of 


» t i . 
the county tended co Ns older, less caeattd hinted ‘workerd 5 parents who H 
2 
/ 9 . 
eadaitee cts children to non~pub lic schools ‘wete “younfé, better educated 
ys - 1 ie . a 
professionals. _ Usually ite 1s assumed that’ older, me educated people tend to 
ra 


“be more conservat ive in their scctrad doug « social. eeuea. espectally tn 


regurd to déegegregation/busing. But, Infact, it wag the non~public patent 
. : . . : $ : 
Sample, those younger, better educated, that held to the ‘more conservative atti- 


tudes. Those who moved out of the county’ ‘wete add similan ‘to. the ‘conmunity 


bee ; ae a 


_ horms while the non-public pargnt sample was, goatee mote condérvative. . 
@ - - ft ‘ 
During aus second year ‘of tthe study, a Large proportion of ‘the Black families: 


od 


who moved within ‘the founty were headed by romelee who worked ‘as’ profesgionals; 
he Pic: 2 : 
were well ened and had nigh’ incomes. Black families: contdieed during here 


: ‘third year a the etudy differed by batne more likely ‘to be’ ewe parent families 


» * 


* 


; and ave lower sidesplonal and income levels. However, like’ those perente ‘inter- : 


’ e ; ' “ 


viewed in the second, year, id avaced that chgy had not moved’: ‘to avoid the in~ 


"en 
‘ ' ' 


ak a of: noes and were | Often under the mistaken smpreaston chat their | 


a 


children were “etd going to ba bused... Black parents: interylewed ieee both 


Vv 
e 


the secon: and third years regarded the uta of publtc’ school education as 
" ‘ 
being satisfactory, Most wate in faves of busing ‘and felt that educational con- 


’ 


z 


‘ ditions for Black! ridente had improved since desegregation. 
. y 7 


‘oy ‘ , * 

‘ \ Pa ‘ mo 
- | Digcuaston : e x 4 ‘hn, 

4 eS pel . aL ry 

f 


Researchers, have ,reached a general consensus that. white efight, at oe to 


. dons degree, is the inevitable result-of school desegregation. | The methodological 


4 


: ; . . A 3 
F approaches to ‘che atudy of white flight used by most researchers ignore birth- 


' rate, migration trends, and tr ns fers to non-public schodls. . The use of this ., 


_ ' ~. * a Ss + ae cog : . er " 
; conventional approsch weets hava led* to tha donclusion that _ large some ‘residen- 


’ . » - 
- : 


“ tial sites Eight took place’ in Jekfergon edaey. However, when birthrate and 


cy 
v « 4 


out-migration trends are: considered, ene degling ‘in white public, achoot" antotia’ 
cd ae 
ee ‘gan be. expiaiad almost” “entirely. o terms: of ‘transfert: eg non-public schools. 


oo ‘(tha numbet of. children lost to ‘non-public’ schodlg is. 1 ke a ineludes fan 
. . an. Sing 
Llies which pub Lin schools can ill afford to ‘Loge. Thedr parents aré above average a 


. dn ‘number of yéars of education ‘and eon. t6 bb brofessionals. ‘Such fumilies have | Fe tee 


“i 
) ’ 


: ~ : f § 
_ traditionally’ given aative ‘and effective support to, the" publté schools. Many’ of . 
= a. ‘ ‘3 a 
a: these parents would have continued scnding chety children to publite schools’ “had 
. ’ = un 
“they. not become’ convinced Pee hi Jaatiey of education | would suffer as are- ~ 
, oa he ‘ . es .- a v! 


sult of the inp Pamaneak ton: ‘of ‘the 3 segregation plan. a a - e oO 


4 Since the atudy was initiaredli consengus ‘has ‘developed ae factors: 
“@ se na 32 ei . % 


j 
cbat siteee the relationship. between: desagtegation and white flight. “Tt is be-,, 


a # : . ’ ° a 


é.. a 
lieved that metropolitan type. desegregation plans result dn leas residential, v ay 


white Ga, The , results of the © presant study support ‘thac. poplion. . : \ 


. . > . ‘ 
pe _ De fogcegation plans which indie che seassignment of white gtudents ta. MY - / 


e. former ly Black achodis. are. believed £0 encourage whi tte ec «This effect was” 


evident th Jeffersdn County as ies students who were “achediped ¢ to attend | 


" ’ » P 
Formerly, Black pets failed to do so. “ Acesrdi.ng to. Rossel. (19780), :paréngs an 


4 


ae who avoitd achool desegregation are ion ee Socioeconomic favets than thoae. 


ta te whd do-not. “the findings of this study, are consistent with that™ nrdposition. . 7 a 


¥ 


7 & Consistent witlt the findings of this etudy ig. Rossell' 8 ‘Suggestion that’ avoidinde .. 
i = i 


-_ 


of desegregation during the first year ‘of inpLeentation may ‘take. the form of 
»* . 
capes to: ‘nan-public, schools rather than raciituakiat: saves.” _ | _ 
a 7 eee (1978a) has sligaysted a regiiolG between the degree of dombhs tice 
is 5 i 8g v ° ok 
tion, rr protest and agg ight. ’ There. was’ auHigh level. of fiatent in Jaf" em 


’ ¢ 


farson County and. ie eats and as television caverage: oie fits pBansste sor ae 


»* tint ‘wtheidente of efferdon dunt ‘tie ‘bed any miles | fionistiie -eite’ of the protester, 
oo u . 4 ‘on 
mle "to ‘partdedpate ea aaael Rossdll" also augeen es a, ndlatddashap betwoen, the 


' “ae o* sy ; 
: patterns off edia cqverage, and the degree. of white Fldght experienced when art, 


desegregaticn plan: is implemented. An in'fovmal atudy tn Jefferson County ’ showed 
- 3] 2 4 . 
7 ik that newapapers -anphasiized the nears wna of Jmgrsao (Post, 1978)., 


‘This may hqve been a factor meses g,. flovement to va eats achoada,: 
is Oe - Ps 


: The pettons of ‘the. Nixon. and mone vimtntcraigone a resolutely anti 


busing’ betttening in, the early 1970! 3 (Orfield, 1978)d The Supreme Coure' g- 


i * 
“ feta, 
position on dense auab tow. has become Scsigay: “conservative, Des Pogation™” 
re ty 4 t q " 
was: ‘Implemented in Jefferson. County at, a Sgime when opbobition fo Jensdcepation an 
( § 


i) 


“ 2 & '. and busing had reached {ts apex. Citizens ibe resisted ‘the dqbogrégation plan ea 
4. aa 


were encouraged by the support: they perceived + coining frofn Washington, The 


Jat ferson’ County Board of Education exhausted very judicdal appeal in resisting, 
sO a 
7 the desegregation order. ‘The vounty Judge (Jefferson, County's ohie€ exacutive 


e a ! 


w 


" @.% , ea intedvencd: tn the case ‘and propiead an alternate plan designed to 


3 


“euiniaae nandatoty busing. Respected. social scientists David AERE and James 


Gotenan saruad as consultants “in devising the alternate plan (Newburg ares 


rae 


_ > CounedL, ene. vs Jheferson County poard of Education, (1976). ‘The bellef that 3 


~ oN 
,- “White Flight would inevitably ‘accompany desegregation and Eepurt in 4- decline in 


‘ 


_ ae ie quality of education received support « ‘from many acgtients of society, “it is 


o ‘ 


F 
‘probable that thie statements ‘and actions A political inadere and social “er 
" influenced the decisions of many paventa concerning whether or not: to avoid. parti- . 


“ekpatitgge in the desegregation plan. Bredictigas of, white flight" may Have in-- - 


we! 
Fag _Sheased the amount of white flight which ac occurred, - = 
oe ' \ . <i : ; 4g ; r . ‘ e 
Recommendations . _ car “ 7 
we . + Policy: makers must exercise suution in cénsider ing ‘the conclusions: aud . a 


La 


tegommandatdons te desegregation arated Hath. gchool diwtrict and community 


‘ Veniget Se 


a 
possesses unique eideatarincte including ‘size, ratto of et to majority - 


. a | Population, arid prevailing akeitudes wighech influence. dive: reaction to a dewagré- . 


ary 


gation plan. The plan ‘may be the result of court wetidd:. or a voluntary action : 7 


of the local school authority. The plan ii one dhatedee may be auf different we 


Koos 
+ . 


*~  . £tom chat in another. Tt may nave the characteristics of a metropolitan plan, ‘ 
er, involve basing of only minority students, directly affact a large séenont of. ; e 
. ! « 
: ‘the community, havé areas axempt from Re traeportation elements of the plan, 2 * 


rT 
‘ ‘ % 


and/or include magnet schools.. The abseyice or presence of these variations | 
“a ae F . _ ¥ 


si will influence the communtties' reactfons. The desegregation, event, especially 
. a a ~ a ‘ . aot 


¢ 


; come through ‘court orden, B ‘der -confugion in t on 
a ee it comes a\court orden, Se es considerable-co usion in the schools a 
’ * 7° . ‘ . : 


 y: - and ‘the community . pene Are Gheeteute to obtain ,and validate seven in the ins | 


stance of an on atte ‘edad study such as the one reported Here: 
wv 


y 7 The followise! sgiomanaacions are made: a 7. 3 4 | 
A : vi : ; 7 
° za HqtropoLitan-type plans should be used when possible beetucs a 


neeLeeneeny moves outside the district are apparently mintaloed 


by such plans. ° 


oO 


2. ey the plan includas attendance dareag exempt from busing, it 


{8 important that planners recognize that such areas. may already 


‘ 


e 


‘ be in transition, and that schools in those areas may be resegre- 


‘ 7 ' 


D gated’ jn a short time, . “ e 
r 7 a 3, Plans which — bus ing vhite students to schools. ayn teh formerly 
' . served 'Black seadanter should emphasize. al], podittive dupeeus of 
“6 ; that educational, environibnt. Attractive eeeeat te programs 


i 1 
4 
‘ . a 
é * & . 


should be offered in those schools! because sdeents apparently re« _ - 4 ai 


Jact schools which hwy ee ‘as offering inferLor. educatiénal, 


hyp 


programe. ° —— 3 


nN “4 4. The scieieatina and leadarahtp of: parochiél and dther non-public | oe 
’ ae J > ¢ - wes OF 
school. spas can: be affdctiva when a pessacanncios a is ip eg 


. 
ry 


’ : tmp Lemedced. "gueh ‘cooperation, Lf a aaa can reduce the auaber * + 
of atudents who transfer from publias ‘to non-public schools. ) 


. 3. When a denagiacetivn play 1s contemp Lated, “community leaders should 
abate the poajtive aspects of an integrated society, Ancluding 
a 
“ ’ athical, social, aconomic and-educational eaffacts. Educational 
vo \ . -° 


4 


ee programs which emphasize the educational opportunities in a 


eS 


desegragactad system should be designed and impleménted whan i 


; , v 
. i ’ 


’ Pa desagregation plan is first considered and- time should be provided 
Aes * . ‘ 
1? i ‘ ; A 
A , 4 thing qf the development of such programs. There‘are-many persons 
. f : f abe. 
oe 1 ycan ba influenced’ to support the pubis schools if they — 


¥ 


a reason to believe that tha quality of aducation 1g ‘not suffering 4 


and. that positive effects on other community problems may be achieved. 


“Dasegragation eruetes which investigate white altabt mus ¢ include - 


yey ~ 


“analysis of estab Lished events in birthrat ; tierntdee: and public. 


and non~publig school enrollment - Yaituna to {nelude all factors 


7 we > 
7 e 


+. which may ba’ contripbut‘ing to a decline in‘ white anyollmant can rasuly 


*in atronequa conclusiens concamtag the ava of dasegragation on 


. 


‘white enrollment. Polley makers, ‘and the public are misled when 3 . 


why 


vKndreases in non-public school enrollment ara raported ag rasidantial 


‘ 


whiga €light. 7 | . 
dn ee — ahould’ ineluda the study of the relationship between \ 
‘ a et the quality of educatdon and white’, Elight. The tolaowlng’ questions 
should be. addrassed: Cav Jabegregation plans ‘be designed which, in . 7 oe 
3 _* the minds of the public, enhance the quality of éducation for all x 
mg / 


‘ . studente’? Can aonuertad action ott the part ‘governmental, business, 


- . and educational leaders Anatdld public confidence that the quilaty oo 


f ; ' 


: ‘ e © m; : L{ ak 


bie, Sr 
: ry « : >» - aN 
‘ ; : 


, * ° . . rary 4 
” ‘ . . . . a 4 5 f 
mo ; of aducation will remain stable or even be enhanced as 


r : ® 4 % 4 ry 
ee desegregation plan? What fa the neleesonality between concern ; 


oad about quality of education and aytibolic racism? i ‘ 
yf ms, mene “ 


ae 8.4 tlie ot to¥ce to ascertain the effect of the desegregation plan- 


a | , : 
on residential patterns within Jefferson County should be - 
7 a 


undertak when 1980 census data become availablq, t 5 


f 


9. As case atudit of other metropolitan type desegregation plans 


bacome available, the findings should be compared. ° 
4 . 4 . < , 
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i The following demographic data were obtained by 
. re permission from the/Human Services ‘Coordination. 
o) ses Alliance, The Small’ Area Profiles, 1978... - 
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fa c; 
Jefferson County. Total ' 
“Population ; . 
.Population under 18° 
Black population 
a eeverane household income 


a" 
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Panning Area 1 
- Population 

' Population under 18 
Black population . 
Average household income, 

v 

‘Manning Area 2 ‘ 

Population ~” 

Population under 18 

Black population 


Average household income’. 


.Planning Area 3 
Population 
Population under 18 
Black populgtion | 
». Average hougehold tncome 
a) : ® 
Planning, Area 4 
’ Population 
Population under 18 
Black population . 
Average household income 


Planning-Area 5 = 

_ Population , 
Population undér’ 18 
Black population 


Average | nowsehet? income 


Planning Area 6 
Population ' 
Population under 18. 
Black population 


\ 


Avarage household income 


Bi witiig Area 7.- 
Population. ° 
Population under 18 
Black population’ 
Average household incoma 
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» uo - Population 


1970 ° 


v 


695,055 
247,297 


95,588, . 


4 


99,767 
37,981 


65,053. 


. 93,320 
29,771 
1,367 


-76,757- 
32,543 
5,345: 


1975, 1976. - hae es 
697,780 ; : 
216,040 
$15,808 |: 
86,973 a 
30,814" : 
$10,910 , 
t ? ‘ ° e : . 
89,989 Po a 
25,511 7 _ 
* 913.998 
62,338 “f 
16,179 
$ 8,449 
92,210' a : 
20,071 ; a 
$1 7}'606 
76,153 
21,606 | 
¢ 


$24,949 


87,434 Me NS 
29,846 7 
$19,660 
84,968 ~ " 
31, 206 . y : ’ 
$13,084 
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PL re Area 8 


ed 
ah 


Populdtion . ; 
Population under 18 . 
Black population : 
Average household income 


' 
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Heanhing Area 9 


© 


Population 

Population under 18. 
Black popyiation . 
Average household inoome 
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665545 
24,462" 


a 
“Amc 


$16,201 


$17,633: 
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. Population Change-Black 1960-1975 


<7 
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y Ff 
. This indicator affords an overview of general 


movements of the black p pulation by plan-" . 


ning area during the 15 years since 1960. 


| During the 1960" $, the black population in: 
western Louisville inereaséd by-about 23,000 


_ persons (half again the 196Q population} while 


the black. popylation in Jefferson County as a © 


whole only grew by about 17,000 persons. 


During this same period, the only.other plan- | 
ning area to lose a significant number of blacks 
~ the central Louisville area + declined by about 
8,400. This evidence suggests that at least a 
portion of central Louisville blacks took 


advantage af the housing opening up in 
western Louisville. . 

The only other region, stewing a inaa 
increase in black population before 1970 wag, 
Planning Area 8, ‘Between 1960 and: 1984, the, 


~ number of blacks In that area remained vire 


tually unchanged at around 100. ‘During the 


8 


a, 


a. 4 oh 


next six ybars, howaver, that figure,jumped 
more than twenty -fold to 2,250 by 1970. 


Between 1970 and 1975, black population’ 


‘ Increases In Western Loutaville stabilized while 


two new araas of black gfowth became es- 
tablished. Planning Area 8 doubled in black 
population to about 4,600; blacks in that area 
now comprise 9% of the total population. 
Additionally, during this five-year: period, the 


black population in the Okolona-Fairdale- 


Newburg region almost doubled to 9,100, 


_ giving blacks about 11% Of the poptilation. a 


It appears that, in the last 15 years as income 
levels for at least somei blacks rose, growing 


_ Numbers of blacks leit the:city for the suburbs. 


« 


ur 


However, much of thé increase in. black 


population has occurred along the. borders of 
previously black areas (Planning Area 8) of In 
black suburban areas such as Newburg (Plan- 


ning»Area 7). There is no éavidence that this | 


movement is going into. planning areas which 
have beoh almost enticaly white in the past. 
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A CHRONOLOGY OF DESEGREGATION EVENTS IN 


* . JEFFERSON COUNTY. 


1971 - 1975. 
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A CHRONOLOGY ‘OF: DESEG 


¥ e 
| « JEFVERSON COUNTY . ~ 
, ‘o _ 1971 = 1975 or ‘ | . 
.< ° June 21,1971. =” The United States Department of Health, Education and Wal~ 
| fare ordered tha Jeffargon County Board of Education to 
remove the ‘‘ractal idantity" of Newburg Elementary School, 


‘June 28, 1971 “ The Jeaffarson County Board of Education approved seven ; 
7 plans for desegregating Newburg School by “pairing” Lt 
with other schodla,— : 


e 
4 


uly; 13, 1971 « « HEW rejected all seven plans. a : / 
ide . . a . 


«© Juma 21, 1971 . =. Jaffetson Circudt Judge Marvin J, Starnberg ruled that the 
- ‘ ' Loudaville School System's "minority trangfer plan" for in~ 
o , creasing integration was unconstitutional and that tha sya~ 
tem was integrated, : . - 
Ayg@pst 7, 1971 - + The Jaffarson' County, School Hoard voted to migs the HEW 
. ’ ; deadline for’ desagregating Nawbutg School, It also voted 
¥ az’ ‘to cdntinue negot tations with federal officials, 


attorneys ad suit in U.Sy District Court, asking for da~ 


August 21, 197. . oer Libartias Union .(KCLU) ‘and Lagal Aid’ Socdaty 
¥ ’ " Sagregatiton/ of “the, Jaffaryson County Schoo] System, 


* 


. 4 ! * 

di June 22, 1972. ~- KCLU and National Association: for the Advancement of 
Colored People (NAACP) attorneys filed a suit asking for 
desagragation of the Loulaville schools throughly attinexation 

eo pf;all tha area ineide the city limits but outgide the 
Prasent city school boundaries, ~ , 


Ca Re domediataly afterwards, the Kentucky Commission on Human 
_ Rights filed an intervention suit asking that ‘desegraga~ 
tion be achieved through Merger of tha Loudavilla, 
Seffeargon County and Anchorage school syatamy, 


July 10, 1972 ‘> Loulaville and Jeffarson County Federation of Teachers 
filed an intervention suit asking that the Louisville —— ° 
schools be dasagragatad by. annexing a substantial part | 
of Jefferson County school district, ineduding cha éch 
Clasa citie@of ‘St. Matthews-eand Shively a a 


0 


September 6, 4972 “ U.S, Bhocrie Judge Jame F. Gordon ruled that he would 
pS 


e 
i. . 
Rs ‘ @ 


; * onbde ordér merger or anndxation “a method of dasagrega 
* - tion. He also dismigae age from the suit, a? 
Dacembat 1, {972 ~" Trail began before Judge Gordon of the audra filed ‘by KCLU, 
~ of < fe the’ Legal Aid Socdety and the NAACP, ee Saha 
' o . * : 1 
4 é a ‘ ae 


; . ‘ : a 
A : 


pth eet Tice Pee a Be RYT ew agen ee ee 
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: ' , ‘ Ye \ . A. = 
a March 8, 1973 _~ Gordon dismissed the guits againet the Louisville and 
+ Jefferson County school systems, ruling that both systems 
were integrated. An attorney“or the civil-rights groups 
said thay would appeal Gordon'# decision. 


aa, 


« 


" October 3, 1973 ~ The U.S. 6th Circuit Court of Appeals in Cincinnati heatd 
” oral arguments from both sides of fhe desegregation auit. 


Dacember 28,.1973 - Whe Circuit Court of Appeal fwrdered a desegregation plan 
i prepared for ajl school districts -Loutsville, “Jefferson 
On County and Anchorage, reversing Gordon's decision, ‘The 
Court.set September of 1974 as the effective date for de-' 
» 4 segregation to take place. 


The District Court (Judge Gordon) has the responsibility 
for ordering the broad outline of a desegragation plan. 
/ Any one off four options may be used by the District Court: 
*An intra-district plat which would bring about desegrega- 
“tion within each school district, without crossing other 
school district lines. : 


An inter~district plan which would bring about deségraga~ . 
, {titon through exchanging children across school district ‘ 
. (lines, but which would leave each school district intact 


o as 4 legal entity, | é 


yO vo *A unitary district plan which would merge al] three 
i school systems and desegregata within the district. 


. 


*A combinatdon of the inter~ and intra-district. options. 


; 4 The Metropolitan or county-wide plan ha@® been supported by 
os r the Loulaville Board of Education in the avent that daseg~ 
+ regation takes-place, It would involve both city and 
county staff and students, and would attempt to {nsure at. 
gf? | . Plan that! would be’ maximally aquitable to all involved. 


January 6, 1974 ~ “The pati County Board of Education announced it would 
appeal the Uircuit Court ruling to the Supreme Court. The, _ 
Loulaville Board will join the Jefferson County Board in ( , 
‘ es. » the appeal, but only to protect ita position that any de~ 
2 sagregation plan should be county-wide and not limited to 


~ Just the city, 


“y 


aici ie! es - ‘The Jefferson County Boatd of Education formally filad a. 
“‘wotdon with the U.S. Cibrcutt Court of Appeals, asking for: 

a“postponement of the court's dasagraggtion ortler until ~ 

March 5 to allow time for an appeal té the U.S. Suprema 

“ Court, e. - . 


, 
‘ ’ : e 


on) : 4, . | | ‘ ’ | 26 . | | 


{ 7 . ry : ‘ ; | t : ; 7 . 7 . ; ‘ 
} oa = . 2 Ay a . % 7 . a i : is ; P) 
4 . rf ‘ i j e s a _% . 2 ‘ - 
_ ‘ ce .* - a | . 
. Ps 1 - F ’: p + we . 
* ar : The Anchorage-.digtrict, in-a rqlated nation, asked, the 


court for a réhearing on the grounds that the all-white 
; _ * Achool’ system shouldn't hava been included in the Decen~ 

s , | * "ber 28 ofder ‘because it was dismissed from ‘the ss a 
$ ; ” desegregation suit before £t came to trail., an 


# / . No 
s January 30, 1974 ~ The U:S. 6th Circuit Court of Appeals dened the Anchorage 
Sew * Board of Education's request for a rehearing on an order 


that the’ one-school district bé included in a desegregation 
plan'for Lduisville and Jefferson County. 


u wre. i: 4 


March 11, 1974 ' ~» The Jefferson County foard of Education formally took the . 
: “ Loulaville school district's request’ for merger under ad- a 
~ visemant. In its resolution, the county school board said 
. Lt does hereby express an interest in the request" and 
I .» will study the propogal as well as seek a joint meeting 
: with the city school board. . 


% 


i 


~ March 12, 1974 | \ U.S. Judge James F. ‘Gordon of: the Western District of 
: Kentucky set up a ,imetable of 30 dayg for working out a 
desegregation plan but offared no guidelines for accom , 
plishing the mandate get forth by the U.S. 6th Circuit 
Court of Appealsy . 


/ 
‘ | A second order joins the Kentucky State Board of Education 
and Lyman Ginger, Kentucky Superinterdent of Public Educa~ 
: n tion, as defendant's in the suit, making them subject to any . 
: court orders that may be necessary to carry out the desag-. 
regation plans. — ' r i. * 
Tha order saya further that after’ the plan or plans are 
filed, the civil-rights groups will have 30 days to file 
. objections. or alternate plang. ‘s : 
March 13, 1974 ~ House Pasees School-Marger Bill, 37 to 24, House Bill 
° , $640 now goes to the Senate. The bill would set up Beven . ; 
districts, based on C@ieus tracts, and each would alact 
one board member. The bill would only become effactive 
after merger. | - : 


1} 
‘ 


*- March 14,1974 ~ Ina public display of unity, tha Louisville and Jefferson 
; er "County school. superintendents told. the Senate Education 
7 Ce - Committee that mafger of the two ayateme by July 1 te a 
. : ga poresona: consi aioe, Louisville’ Superintendent Newnan ' 


Walker atinouncad for tha firat time that he bas agraed to . 
bea deputy auperintendent under county Super -andant Richard 
s VatiHoose in the merged system, . 3% 
March 19, 1974 ~ A close House vote put Kentucky in thevlist of states call. 
a ing for a federal conatitutional convention to prohibit . 
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‘ i 
March 29, 1974 ~ Governor Wendell H,, Ford sien Senate Bill #206 for schéol: 


¢ , 4 1 fi : : y, : 7 ‘ 
7 e buaing’ for racdal balance. Kentucky now becomes ‘the 15th 
stata (33 states or .3/3 necessary: to force Congress to 
consider the move) to join the convention call, _ The Senate 
, » has approged the resolution: and the meagure now goas to, the 
governor for hig signature, - ‘ ae 


ry 


20, 1974 - - Senate gives final, approval eb House Bill #643 (Loudaville- 


: ' Jefferson County school marger bill) which now goes to the 


governor. 


‘ Q + 
eo * : ar : . ry 


22, 1974 ~ The 1974 Ganeral Assembly passed and sent ‘to Governor” 
e . “ - Wendell Ford a permisaive tax. package for the, Loulaville | 
and Jafferson County achools aa well ag adage rue aula 
tem, SB #206, which will continue the curtenct échdo) occu- 
pational-tax rate of’ three-fourths of one percent. .After 
January 1, 1975, with Fiscal Court ee an in- 
- come surtax of up 20 percent or a 3 percent 
or some combination pf both may be levied. — ‘y ( 


25, 1974 wat, The Jefferson €ounty $chool Beard: files a petition with the 


“+. U.S. Supreme Court asking for a raview.of tha lower court's 


). (U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals) decision, 
The Louisville Board of Education filed a petition eee 
U.S. Supreme Court, ‘asking tha court to provide for aithar 
lee pledge gts ! desegragation in the Loudaville area,-or a’ 
rewlew of the lower /court's desagragation order. The peti+ 


‘ 
. ; i w 


tility tax . 


. . 
‘a 


¢ tion states the’ Louisville system is appealing only)begauga 


the county and Anchorage digtricts are appealing, 


-S. Suprema Court, contending that the diatrict never had 
its day in/sourt. The bridf also states that "ali chtid= 
rd@a" who-pply to the Anchorage school ara aqceptiad with= 

8 out xegard to: race, "provided they liva within the bound 
_ ’ grids of the Aftchorage achool district." ; 


4 
« 


taxes, 6 


U.S. District Court ineLouteville. 


r «April 10, 1974- « ‘The Anchorage School Board files intagration plan in, the 


‘ 


April 11, 1974° 


© Aprily 17, 19/4 


4 


ey 
' 


. . & “ age 
City *¢gouncy filé joint. desegregation ‘plan, . 


_ The Louteville and Jefferson County Federation of Teachers 
file a document in U.S. District Gourt (Loudaville) quea~ 

. re cartain gspects of the proposed school-desegrega~ 

‘ ‘ tion plan for Loutaville and Jefferson County, (The fade - 


: ‘J eration became an intervening plaineife in the dagagreagatiton 


* suit involving Loudaville, Jefferao County and Anghorage 
‘public schools in July 1972, whan itge that alty o°.. 


fachools ba degggregated by annexing a substantial part of , 
a? _ the ‘county sohaot dtetrict,) . 4 “it 
e ; ‘ Yow ( : . ‘ 
: t : f] on : . d 
oe tN " * LPe | 
‘25 ra 7”, ane 5 4 . 
a eae err ee 


: . r, 
Maroh 27, 1974 . - de Anchorage Board of Education mails a legal brief to. the 


. 
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% : , . :  : NN | 
April 18, 1974 | Civil-rights attorney Robert Sadler gays that the groups - 
. ‘ ‘he represents won't plan to file an alternate schogl de~. 
| ' Segregation plan With U.S, District Court here = 
es t ye ok 4 (Loudsville), © 9 re ok S ‘ a 


u 


ty 


: : ij ik 
April 19, 1974 + Papers were, mailed to Supreme. Court’ by Lexington attorney ; . 
~~ a: Robert Sedler, telling the high court that it ig somewhat 
re incongruous" for the th¥W: Jefferson County achool boards 
. to appeal a desegtegation order when two of ‘them have. sub- 
mitted a "model" plan to U.S, District Court in Louisville, — 


'¢ 


April 25, 1974 ee. The poulsville Education Agsociation. (LEA) files papers in 
é U.S. District Court asking Judge James Gordon's patmfsaion 
to intervene on behalf of the city Ba teagkers, 


; . 4 
: April “29, 1974 = Firat! joint meeting of the Louisville and Jeffergon County 
: . ar school board embers to discuss merger, — 
May 7, 1974 ‘+ i NAACP leaders back inte ition Plan A. 7 
ry : ; ' ‘ e ; t . : . . ~ : : 
May 8, 1974 , = Jefferson Couhty Schools ealdgn staff,. dim marger prog~ | ie 
t pects. a . * “ 
May’ 13, 1974. - City, county offer ‘sepatate pupil assignment plans to 
‘ OO 4% Judge. " oe : coe 
May 24, 1974 ~ Jefferson County Schools submit to Judge new plan es nn 
; Plan C - claiming minimized busing. 
June 6, 1974 - Civil-rights groups file brief asking Court to order mer~ 
: ' hi ger of the Jefferson County, Loufavillé and Anchorage. '- 


schools. The brief states acceptance of Plan A, filed. 

praviously by Jefferson County and Louisville, and rejects: 
oy, Plan’C, filed May 24, by Jefferson®County, 

4 i 


June 11, 1974 -. Lawyers for all plaintiffs, and those representing thé 
eo school systems meet with Judga Gordon for nstructions, | 
_« and setting the date for the hearing. The udge urged . 
: . the three school systems hp merge by July 14, 1974, the 
= fe date d@t for the hearing of the desegregatiob case, 
»July 8,°1974 ‘ = Two achool boards ask desegregation delay, - 
; ’ . ; # : . . i Oy * 
July 16, 1974° ~ Hearing before Judge Gordon on Desagragation of. Loutaville, 


Jefferson County and Anchorage. Judge strongly implies . ji 
by het order merger here. Loutaville Schogla defend Plan A, 


( 


July, 18, 1974 ~ ~Jetferaon, County. Schools defend Plan ¢, 
os Poy ‘ * : . 
/ 


" ; “t 
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August 1, 1974 - 


a 


( 
August 8, 1974 .-: = 


Po . 
- August 29, 1974 -. 
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ar 
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Auguet 30, 1974 4 
ate 


July 19, 1974 as 


Ro 
July 23, 1974 . 
' ") . 
July 25,19% =.= 
July 29, 1974 - 


if 
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Judge Gordon rejects both Plan*A and Plan.c.' He orders 4 

new Plan X to be submitted next Tugdday, July 23, 7 
Associate Superintendent, Vito Brucchieri, Jefferson po 
County Schools, and’ Dr, Frank Rapley, Louisville Schools,. 

"ware appointed by Judge Gordon to drat up new Plan X as 


e 


4, joint effort of both school systems. 


Judge Gordon accepts X and orders merger and busing ‘iy 
‘for City and County this fall. Anchorage school system . 
is included in busing. a seh _ 4. 


. Eoulsville-wrea school plan canceled as most’ cross-dis~ a 
trict buging barred, Case. referred back: to 6th Circhic. 


High Court (Supreme Court), upsets Detyoit busing order. 


" Gdvil-rights groups ask Court to redngtata® aétiool merger 
and. busing. “» 


Louisville and Jeffarsom County systema: file separate | ; 
court briefs today asking U.S. 6th Circuit Court of a . 
Appeals not to grant a request by three civil-rights 

groupa for reinstatement’ of U.S. District James Gordon's . 

order merging the two systems as part of a desegregation. 
plan involving the busing of more than 30,000 gtudents, — 


Anchorage Seeks Release from Suit. Papers filed last , Ye 
week with appellate court by attorneys for Anchotage, | _ 
eaid the 350-student séhool system was neither. a "neces~ 

_ sary or appropriate" party in light of the, U.S. Supreme 


Court's decision last ma@nth on- school desegregation in 
“Detroit. | 


U.S. 6th Circutt Court of Appeals sched: ew oral agru~ . 
aients for October 14 in the Loudsville~J son County ey 
schodl desegregation case. The court also denied a motion 


by givil-rights groups to have a merger~busing order rein~ 
- stated. i ee ee ee 


LZ 


§ ’ 


A brflat filed today by the Loulaville Board of Education: 
aaks the U.S. 6th Cireutt Court of Appeals to change its 
tind and rule tha Louisville achool syétem desegragated, 
‘The brief contends that a'recent U.S‘ Supreme Court deai~ _ 7 
gion has ruled out the possibility of an ‘affactive desags 
refation plan here pven if thm Louleville system is ruled - 
Segregated, and asks’ the 6th Circudt Court to reinstate 
, March 1973 tuling by U.S. District Judga Jamas ¥, Gordon, - 


. In 4 brief ftled today, on behalf of & coalition of civil» °* 
rights groups, merger of the Louldaville and Jeffaraon 
County Schools to accomplish racdad dedagragation 19 dic- 

etated, rather than denied by a U.8.- Suprema Courty dactaton 


f a 


% 


August 30, 1976 = 


+ 


o. 


September 13, 


¢ 


September 14, 
4 . 


September 15, 
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October 14, 1974. 
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- + 
August 30, 1974 ~ 


1974 = 
1974 ~ 


1974 ~ 
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November 6, 1974 ~ 


g 


November 11, 


November 20, 


November 25, 


\ 


1974 
1974 ~ 
1974 


December 2, 1974 ~ 


cee 


. Ant4~busing group, ‘aays Appeata Court failed to use Supreme * 


4 Detroit case, is stated, . 
The Jefferson County, Board of Education filed a brief con- . 
tending that the U.S..6th Circutt Court of Appeals wag tC; 
wrong whan it concluded that’ the school system was sagre~ ° 

‘gated, and thatthe 6th Circuit Court should review ita ~ 
aarlier ruling, ©. | _ wees 


In a special session late yesterday,’ the Jefferson County 
Board of Education, votfad to challenge the ceqnstitutional- . 
jty of a new state law designed to ensure minority repre~ 
sentation @n the school board that woyld be created by a 
merger. of. the county and Louisville school aystens,. 


Court standards. Brief filed with court, 


‘Sghool systems can desdgregate separately, county: brief 
contends. Brief. filed with court. : , 


¢ . 
‘ 


Rights~coalition brief Says desegregation still needed 
filed with court. -  *. 
A three-judge panel of thd*U.S. 6th Circuit Court of’ _ . 
Appeals conducts second hearing on desegregation case of 4 
against Loudsville, Anchorage and Jefferson County (Judge ~ « 
Wade H. McCree, Jr., J@dge William £. Miller, and Judge - 
J.H. Phillips.) ‘ . . we ° 
Jefferson County Schools Superintendent Richard A. 
announces his retirement effective December 31, 1974. 

; 7 # 


‘The Loudaville Board of Education voted to seek merger t 
with the Jefferson County School System by January 15, 
1975, "or as soon-ag possible thereafter,” ; 


Jefferson County Board of Education files an amendment ~~ 


| to a suit filed September 3, 1974, td broaden the suit. : 


*bo, that it challenges the constitutionality of the state - 
lawe that, would apply to marger of the Louisville and 
Jefferson County schools. : om , 


County denies city school-mergar bid, pending outdome Of» — 
ita court action. = . 


City fohoote hand iasue of marger to state board. The — Can 
Loutevilile Board of Hducation voted adn ta go as 


to Kentucky State Board of Education within a waek with, -. 
a request for simpla niergar with the Jeffergon County ¢ 
School Systen: ~ oe : ie 
. # 
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Decembar 4; 1974 , 


: . - . = ; . : rit a Ss 
Hearing before Judge Lyndon pe J soy ate validity i’ he 
.of two school-merger laws ~~ 197 eae ae Ss meas: 
as challenged by the Jefferson Cow Board| of Educatig : 


ts 


ce 
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Jafferaon County Board of. Education names Ernest C. 
Grayson Superintendent, effective Jantary 1,. 1975. 


e 


‘December 10, 1974 


December 11, 1974 * The UyS. 6th Circuit Court of Appeals today reinstated, 
4 cs ite December 28, 1973 order requiring the federal, covrts 7 
: here "to formulate a desegregation plan" in which school» |: 
district lines "shall impose no bargier" to effective 


* 4 es ' desegregation, | 
: The‘ December 28 order was "modified" to provide that any 
: ; desegregation plan prepared in the U.S. District:Court 
. here would not go into effect until: og. 
e * "All appeals in connection with such an order have been 


‘ee 


exhausted or, in the event no appeals gre taken, until 4 
an the time for such appeals has expired." oo g. ape) 
a . ; - 2 a : * \ a 
~ or 
"  * . Until the start of the 1975-76 academic year, at the 
earliest. . : 


e v 


Jefferson Circuit Judge Lyndon R. Schindd today ruled un- 
constitutional two laws that provide fOr Louisyille 

. school, board representation ‘on the board of a newly mer~ 
2 - © ged city-county school district. : a 


December 17, 1974 


" January 6, 1975 ~ The Jefferson County school board voted to appeal the 
‘ Court of Appeals order to the U.S. Supreéme Court. The 
yi ls ‘edty said it, too, Mid appeal. - = 


+ 


a 
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4“ January 8, 1975 - Thé Louisville Board of Education in a biief ftled in. 
: . : federal court said if a county-wide degegragation plan 
/ : _ t@ called-for - Plan xX should be implemented, 
January 13, 1975 = County attorney Fulton filed brief stating tha motion by’. 
. a 4 Civil-rights attorneys to reinstate Plan X be overruled, ° 
He argues that Plan X violates a federal law enacted after 
ho + "+ ° the desegregation plan was drawn up, (Pian X'is "contrary. 
\ “ to provistons" af the Edudgational Opportunities Act of 
‘ 1974 passed by Congreas August 21, 1974) 


January 14, 1975 ~ Tha Lottisville’ Board of Education filed a brief asking the = - 
| Kentucky Court of Appeals to Overrule a lowér court's deci~ . 
) & © sion that would deny city‘board members seats on a merged ’ 
board of education ™® ; % 
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January 39, 1975 
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March, 1975 
March, -1975 


April 21, 1975 


‘April 30, 1975 
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Gordon ordered the Jefferson County syatem to draw up a 
_ desegregation plan. ; 
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State Sipacineendent of tnetructiop riled or merger of 
She boards by April Ll. . re 


Kentucky Court of Appeals overturned the lower courts |. 
ruling and establistied ‘a 10 memb ex board of eaducation.. 
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The U.S. Supreme Court” denied appeals of Jefferson County: 


A Board of Education, a a 
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Jefferson County Plan submitted, 
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Secondary Clusters 
Grades 7-8 only 
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Following the dotu . , ; 


Om @ “C2 dor — The letter "C” in a dot Indicates : 
cae a aAchool to be closed. 
Pra . , |) umbers ~— The numbers within dots identi- 


' ty schools grouped for busing purposes. 


; Solid dots — These identify schools mami 
: trom the buong plan. 


~ 1 @ VT" dot -— The Jetter “1” ino dot identifies 
the site of the traditional wchaol. Ny 


, a 7 
w 
Ny : > . . 
CLUSTER | : CLUSTER 4 
‘DUVALLE MIDDLE, 3500 Bohne Ave. ; ” SHAWNEE MIDOLE, 4007 Herman St. 1995 
URRETT, 40? Preston Highway re 19 aes $5, 7601 St. Andrews Church Road mn 
* _SQUTHERN (Co,). 8620 Preston Highway 1-24" ‘PLEASURE Ric PARK, 590) Greqrwood Road 0 
* HIGHLAND, 1700 Norris Pt : a "1-0 | 
. IVER, 8200. Ca aa Orive 7 | 
KNIGHT, 9809 Blue Lick Road + 1B-TAy, \ 
FAIRDALE 1001 Faurdale Road A we * 
° CLUSTER 2 ri . a ee . ; 
‘MEYZEEK MIDOLE, 898 S.J Pos “0 EXEMPTEDSCHOOLS 
BALLARD, 9000 Grownsborg .R “eo *: BROWN, 315 W. Broadway tt 
’ sEASTERN, 12400 Old Shelbyville Road. “hw . & | IMYERS MIDDLE, 2818 Klondike Lane 0 ben 
fe WAGGENER, 390 5. Huboaras Lane 9-1 » NEWBURG MIDDLE, $008 Indian Tralee 
WESTPORT, 8100-Westpor? Road : 70 ST TITaT COLETTE Sta SSE 
mee : UTHERN MIOOLE (City), 4690 Bellevue Ave 195 
CLUSTER} | va cn ee 
SPARKLANO MIDDLE, 2509 Wilson St, =) 132 WESTERN MIDDLE (City), 7201 W Main S i 
JEFF JEFFERSONTOWN,7600 Old Six Mile Lane 22 N,7600 Otd Sik Mile Lane 21-97, ‘° WESTERN JUNIOR HIGH, 250) Rocktord L 
-. FERN Eee Sk ie tape ——_7it ONS Fern Creek Roaa 18-24 WOERNER MIDOLE, 1418 on Ave. ‘ . 
CARRITHERS, 4370 Bulltawn Road, = 19 : : —_a———— : 
BARRET, 256) Grinstead Orive 8 Foraverty a predominantly black school. ge 
SOOKE A OL en 5 Quer ‘ : ae ae ‘Exempt for soeciat ourooves a? % . 


oe) 
vhe "y chi Id : ‘ 
ill be bu ess | 
ae : whit Shild_ Black child’ | vo, Me a ae 
If child’s last name will be bused will be bused a eae! 
begins with letters: — in grades: —_ in grades: * Ss ENSIGN a 4 
‘ 7 ’ “Kindergarten students , ol: 
A.B, FQ | 14,12 2,3, 5,9,7,8,9.10, 11,12. wins graders “ a 
G,H,L' 2,7 2,3, 4, 6;7,8,9, 10, 11,12 "Students in special schools, . 
ee Re Oe ee primarily for the emotionally or «. , 
GPRX (38 | 2,4, 4,5,6,7,8 physically handicapped : 
‘snp nmevehepateeahiiyp ipl nena maresvraentterepntntons sr demerepeapenahisesthsrnaRPh 7 NES r-7 pment shes eastern t 
) v Students attending sthools . 
i 0,1. UV,¥ abd tt VA SAIN NZ exempted Sadel plan; 
0,€,N,W,Z 5,10. 2,4, 5; 6,7,8,9, 10, 11,12 Some students with i i 
WKS 6 a 3,4, 5, 6,7,8, 9, 10, 11,12 » spedifichandicaps ow  .* . Zz ‘ 
«8 ‘ 
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PROCEDURE’ FOR CALCULATING EXPECTED ENROLLMENT ©. 


rs 


f 7 r ‘ 
: . L | ‘ : , 4 
' va . ¥ ° f 4 ¢ 
+ i thy 
. a : t » 
7 . Procedures for faleviating Expected Enrollment ri 
a ¥ { 7 ~ . ro « ; " 
me I. High Schogls, Junior High Schools, Middl Schools =} Os 
aL Formerly white : nn 
[1.. White enrollment = _ - 
t = . < F ot be tel 
* /a, The number of white students enrolled” in the 1974-75 : 
Pg year was multiplied by’a yplue that corrects for a drop 
in white anrol tment ‘based’ fn the trend study. 
1 vio. — the above was subtracted. one-sixth of: the amber. 
* : of white students. The resulting amount is the white — 
_ expected enrol iment. : v 
yy. o a Black. enrol Iment 
‘ q ’ 
a. The number éf Black students énrol ted ij the 1974-75 
ro, year was multiplied by a value that ‘corrects ‘for a drop . 
. in Black enrollmant, based on the trend study. 
b. To this value was added a value aqual to-one; ‘sixth of 
the white enrollment in that particular school. The 
resulting, amount is the expected enreiinent) of Black | 
a= * students. “ 
a ae B. Formerly Black 'S ’ 
~~ 4 1, White enrollment 3 a 
| dis Tha nama of wilte Studanee-saretiagun eretone: 2 
— “yep. + Was pede by a value that corrected for a drop 
in white euro! ene basad on the trends . study, 
. ; by Jo thts was ‘added value “aqual to five sixth of the ‘ 
' Brack enrollment in that particyjar school. The resulting = - 
| Oe - “amount is the expectgd white paerinait: ee 
ing &. 
-—% 2. Black aro} Iman: Gates - 
we 4 
y a. The number of Black students enrolled tn the 1974-75 
| ' year was multiplied by a value that corrects for a aren 
in Black enrollment based on the trend study. 
an ; b. From the ‘above’ Was subtracted a value equal to fhe sixth 
ce - & of the abové Black anroliment in- that particular school. 
_ sf em a. The era de anount 1g tha aXxpacted enrol tment of Black ” 
yo | en | 1% as 


*° . 7 


» " C, Exempt Schdals 
1. White enrol Inent 


a. 


e: - Black ‘enrolment 


White carailaané was determined by ateaiy ine the 
number of white students enrolled during the 1974-75 ; 
school year by a value that corrected for a drop in 
whita enrollment nae on the trend Study. 


a 
' 


d 


* Black ero] Iment ie determined by multiplying the 
number of Black students anrolled during the 1974-75 

‘school year by a value that corrected for a drop in | 
white snot mee based on the trend study. 


s 


0. “Schioli: that were founerly integrated a 


1. White students — f es 


a.-: 


White enrollment was détermined by multiplying the 
number ‘of students enrolled in’ the 1975-76 year by 
the percent of white students dn the entire system. 


Black enrol tment Was datarmined by multiplying the .. 
ty number of, students énrolled in the 1975-76 year by 
the percent of Black students in the entire systam. 
“IE. Elementary Schools - 
A, Formerly white ; ; \ 
1. White anv] Iment | | 7 / 
os a. The number of white’ students: eccctied in the 1974475 : 
’ F yedr was multiplied by a value that corrects fdr a drop 
: in. white enrol Hl based on the trend study. 
b. From the Above was subtractad one sixths of the numer 
of white students. ‘The resulting anoint is the white 
; _ > axpécted enrollment. | 
2. "Black enrollment , ; 
‘a. The number of Blaék students anrollad in the 1974-78 
-- ° yeay was multiplied by a valua that corracts for a drop 
os in Black anrol ment based on the: chee study. 
b 


. To this, value was added a value aqual to one sixths of” 

_ the white enrollment in that part; school, Tha 

~ ragulting atrount 4s the expéc anval iment of Black « 
‘students we 


“8, Formely Black , f 
1, White enrollment 


waFs, i 


f a. The number of white students enrolled in the 1974-75 |. . 
i year, was pa ee a value that corrected for a drop ° 
. ~ . In white énrollment based on the trends study. “3 
~ . - 6 To this, was added a value equat to four sixths of the 
— lack enrollment in that particular schoo]. The resulting 
amount 1s the expected white" enrol Iment. 
. ~ 7 2) Black enrollment — a ; 
° ’ i ; . 
. a. The number of Black ‘students enrolled in the 1974~75 


year was multiplied by a value that corrects for a drop 
in Black enrollment based.on the trend study. 


b. "From thé above was subtracted 4 value equal to-four sixths | 
of the above Black enrollment of Black students.: The 


-resulting amount is the expected enrollment .of Black 
students. - 


. ; ) : | _ 
C, Exempt Schools: . _ 4 ee 


1. Whtte enrollment 


“ 


e 


; a. White enrollment wag determined by myltiplyind the number 
_ ; of white students enrol ladduring the 1974-75 school year 
- by a value that corfected for a drop in-white enrollment 

-basad onthe trend study. ‘ P 

- a) 


ij 2. Black ‘enrol Imant 


a. Black: enroliment’was determined by tea the number 
of Black students.enrolled during the 1944-75 school year 

. by a value that corrected for a drop in white anrollmant 

, based oh tha trend study. ee 


“Q, Schools that ware formerly integrated \ 
_ 1, White students - 


“a.” White enrol iment was determined by multiplying the number 
| ,, of studants enrotlead in the }s78-76 year by the percent . 
of white studants in the. entire system. | : 


_ b ‘Black enrollment was deterninad ‘b multiplying the nuinber 
. . * of students enrolled in the 1975-76 year by the percent af. 
Y Black students in the entira system. | 4 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE’ AND RESULTS = YEAR: 1- , 
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“Interview Schedule + 
, a - > le _ . an ; nl 
Ae eS 7 , mivcerviewart oY 
: oe a ee ° we A 
j \ : Interview Date: | id ° 
: ; Se ee rs 
a Reachedule: Date: Tima 


x 


,- “Bill Husk: §81-4565 _ Survey Code Number; ‘ 


; i : : any » . . ! ' 


ot 


“Hello ig this : ? (Interviewer give name). A group at the 
University of Loutsville is contacting’ families who have moved from Jefferson~ |: 
County to a neighboring county. Do you Have avfew mihutes? Your name was ran~ 
domly salected from a list provided by the Jeffarson County School System of 
people who moved within the past two (2) years,’ I would Like your congent to ak 
you a few brief questions. All information gathered in this survay will be held 
in confidence; you may refuse to anaGer any of the questions asked, * It shouldn't 

_ take more than-5 minutes. ~ May 1 begin? , ' 


: ‘ a ¢” 


‘ 4 


1. How many changes in residence have you had in the last ten (10) years? 


' 


* 


e ! . . 


2. Are yoo renting of, are a . 
: 


2 : 1. Renting _ * - ye 

: * / 2. Buying ae \ “3 #24 
‘ 3. Were you renting or were you buying in Jeffarson County? | “ 
; 1. Renting " a, 


‘\2. Buying * ; 
4. How long had you been planning to mova? ==. ss 


a 


x . ‘ 
. . a. “ . Dy fi 
he om ‘ ae ; ; 2 


"$5 Why did you mova? - 


Saag 


‘ 


& 


; . ‘iad * : : ’ : ‘ 
/ e Wherg do the adults in your Household work? What is 


hig/her gbcupatian?-- . 


1 


. Occupation fr 4 


. Husband .! ed 
/ 4 *” a 
Wife . ° 
rn , . 
» Other, « ae | 
: 
ds . 
i " , ep ee ee ae . - 
‘ae Ie What is the approximate distance they must drive to work? - ‘ 
\ Miles ime 7 .% 
Husband *, e. < " 
\ é ? Wife ‘ , a 
. Other 1 ° . - 
“Other 2° \ ~ 
7 ‘ a. 
8. What is the approximate distance they drove to work prior to your moveg 
Q - a? * Miles | Time 
aa . ae | ccs oe 
& nuebend . p \ | 
. Wise - : 3 
EC . : Other 1° anee 
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» > Other, 2 os 


ere 


A ’ 


9, What ig che Tast praat eeed by the adults in the. family? no ( 


-\  _'. fusband 4: me . 
Wife’ ~ \ 
Other 1. . - i 0. 
Other .2 ; re 
‘ ‘ 7 ‘ - oa 4 
i 10. What 18 your religion? \ 4 , es 
, ; . , P 
, , : ~ t 
Protestant  ‘ Jewish —_ , % Ney 
ret 6 ' aa d a * 
a) : A ‘ : 4 : 
Catholic sa: Other : ty - 
if , : : , ) oer * ¥ 
ry bs ' a 4 
; . : A! 
8 . ? ¥ " 7 A e 2 : ’ 
¢ HA ‘ oY 1 ‘ 
1 ¢ ° 5) ‘ . 
a. Ts : | a 
; oe 4 - Sas eg foae . Sox ” ; 
Qo. 7s oo tw | 141. | £43 ; , i. 
ERIC 7 | ue i” | . : | - . - 3 i <4 . . 7 <a J3 
i —_ Bipe, 7 oa s — i te . _ a ts ae es, oe 7 : hay a” s a a wwe ogiy Sine a ee 


i . ie. : 
i _& = a *: 
He = . 2 ‘ 
Lis ‘What are the ages, gax and grade levels of your chitfren? 2 = a 1 
-. : . 7 . f 4 . : y 
Age Sex Grade Lével . % * - oan 
, ¥ i” _ ? . 
} . ‘ ¢: ca 
nie 
. ; _3 / \ | 
: 2 - 
y 4 o 
. 3 ° r ‘ 
ny . 4 e d ) 
{ 7 
: M 5. i 
6. 
Shools do your children attend? 
5 ry | ; 
1. Pubtie & - a .a 
; 2. (. Independent Private ~ i A 
3. Religious Private < ; oN ; - = sy 
a Lo : 
4. Other - 7 : 


13. : Within Jefferson Gousky there were areas that were exempt from etog. That 
is, .ghe ethnic balance ig buch that the children in that area ave not bused, 
Did you live Ainvan exempt or non-exempt area -in he Jafferson County School : 


' System? ’ ‘ 
f - . , 
1. exempt 
; 2. non-exempt » = ; 


14. During their years in school how many of your children were acheduled to be’ 


¢ . * bused if you stayed in Jefferson County? ; - 
15. Dd you move because df the desegregation~busing plan? ¥ 
: ‘a a t 
: eo ‘ 
" ‘ \ ‘ 
no 
. ’ 7 . F t re 4 1 
‘othar : . _— 7 t 
t irae ‘ % ‘ . tie, oh f J 
16. “How may years would your chi fdren have béen busdd? ; fe Pa 
i aaa . ,” ~ ‘wi . , t 


an " : — , | , * 1 , ' : 
\ | : & 
17. ‘What Would you guess the perce tage of Black people in your former neighbor~ 


heed: ta: ane ‘ t: : 
@ ae 7 me . 


- » Por Ow. BF _~ Bek ® 


_ B10 20 | ae - 
3. 20 ~ 30% ; Pie 4 


4. 30-50% iz —— So 


5. more than 50% 
6. other - ; a le 
18, | Is there anything you would cara to add about your teasons for moving? 
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4 , s eet i. . 
a Interview Schedule .« . . 
qs & “Item Explanations 


7 t 
F, ‘ Ny. ; 


‘ | : 7 , - rf 


itiea 


*Senior member of Pedeach team whose name dnd ‘phone number. was to be given tej @ 
tha interviewee wished to ask questions about ps pee 


Ly 


g i 
Questions 1, 2 and 3 were used as lo “ihren dueabioas to initiate the inter- 
view, aatablish rapport and gather bdWic demographic data, 


Question 4, setves as a validity check on questions 5 and 15, 


. Question 5 provides opportunity ‘for an open-end response which is checked later 


in question L5. 


\ 


Question 6 provides socio-economic data, 


Questions 7 ad 8 are self-explanatory. hs 


2 


Question 9 provides data which can be correlated with socto~ecotoaie information, 


¢ 


Questions 13, 14, 16 and 17 alicited information already available to .the research 
team and, thus, provided a general measute of validity, 
c 


Gicaeicn 15 addresses the desegregation~busigg issue directly and provides a check 
on question 5, fr 


Question 18 provided an opportunity for the respondent’ to elaborate and possibly : 
give additional informatto&.: Also, tf signaled the close of the interview. 


| * 


i 


" 


Questions 10, 11 and 12 are self-explanatory. 


Schedule Development 


All members of the research team partigipated in the development of the achedule. 
Approximately 30 items were considered for inclusion in the schedule which wene 


“through four drafts. 
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oe 
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_ interview Training 
ee 


Two members of the team, field data collectors, participated in’ three hours of - 


simulated interviews ‘under the supervision of the field eupervisor. Tha initial 


interviews were conducted by one field data collector and-observed and. critiqued . , 
by the othet,- Three interviews were complated by one field data collector, and 


the rentdindar were completed by the. second nee data collector, 
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QUESTTONSS m4 Tntvitway _lnterview A2|_ interview Ay [ThtervTawad tTatervTen 


‘omen Pa 
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gl. moves in ch. « “| 1 


last 10 yrs? 
2. renting/ : 


* Tren ing Duy 
ing beforr? nting 
Tow Tong 
, panning a move? 3 


W 
.Job travel 


a 
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Tan ng Le, 
bu ing building 


aon ms = buyin 
ivear [a years ‘Te years 
PPiterrass 
as 


bu inc 


| 
ys ing busing ; 


. Peond/eapaie—[ford/ot? 
Waitress | 


40 miles 5 miles 
“," now for h? 0) min $0-45 minutes! 10 min 
job travel 0 miles 
‘ now for we? minute . i 
8.job travel] biadais, | 7 miles \. 
before for h? minute 40-45 minute O minute i 
. job travel 12 miles 
fore for w? ; ars minute 
-educ ‘for h? (12th grade (Sth rade. ade rade | college ara¢ 
edue for w? a ths grad (German) 
0.religion? ‘protestant | pra We 
‘Ll. children? age/sex/qrade \age/sex/grade age/sex/arada 
. ‘ f 4 
a | m 
l2. kind of 
school now 
attending? 
J. before 
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¥, 


move, exempt 
or, nonexempt ? 
14. how many 
of children 
were to be 
bused? 

5.’ did bus-~ 
“ing make you 


og 


as Dub 


HOt -oxXemn 


bath 


move? f : 
1@. how many 12 for 2 

| years|1 was, 2 yrs.|3 years “total 
enviar have | -1 for 1 year | a for both = 
been bused? 

eo 2 Black .- ore 

neighbors be- e 

fore a 20-30% 3 famites | 20-30% 10-208 
ks | griginatly didn't want, [distance & nature lovers 

. : rom Taylor | children poor ed for | JC getting too . 


“Cty, wanted | to be bused: | child who was crowded 
to-move back |- bugad, won't |. 

a et | | go back - - 
| : . Sieg ; i ‘ ; 
beric (Ff FR ts day 
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met oe fewer vy 
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QUESTIONS: = °j Interview A6 pnte rv gti COREE TEA aterv ew A iD 
L.# moves in l 3 


ast. 10 yrs? 
2,renting/ 
‘yale orn Ste te 
-renting/buy 
ing before? uyiq [owing [ouying + | buping 
ow Tong 
a anning nove? ears. ee = 2 years 
. ay move? busing & schools” 
) : * busin Dett bus SInntere Pre inter te ng 
a ‘ rate ae ter ord/ma 
JO tnavel i ere than aa 40 miles |.23 miles 
—- » Now for h? . fore O min 40 min 0. minute 
a: + Job trave] 
to ‘ Now for w? 
‘ 8.job travel] | *) 12 miles . i-— 10+12 miles 
7 befare. for h? : p 


efore for w? 
9.educ for h? th 
_edue_forw? 14 
“10.reliqion? 
tL.childreh? [aq e 

- fl 


9 
18 
. 15 
* 12. kind qf 
schoo now ; 
attending?’ —-Ipublic D 
13, befo 
nove, exempt ' 
ae ar nonexempt? 'non- ~2xemp Me On -exemp 
x or 14. how many | . 
: ‘of children ‘ ; ; . 
were to be — Inone . | ) ; oR, 
bused? a ; 
15. did bus- lyes, was ; 
* "ing make you, driver in’ yes yes tyes yes only 
“ — move?. efferson~Ct ae 7 — 51) | 
16. how many * aly 
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To what extent did the avatlability’ * ‘ 
of financtal housing assistance tn- ( 
fluonce your deciston to move? 
Strongly taf luencad 
' Somuwhat’ taf luanced 
Ho Influence at all 
WR . 
Just @ fow moro questions, and we'll be (ntshed. 
J). What ts the last grado you comp lated? 
Oth or less 
NS, incomplete 
a sis z © US, complete 
pa Tradd, tech, or 
red bus tnoss 
College, Incumplote 
‘ 
4 
! 
| 
4, 
| \ 
| ( 
rr? 
{oN 
: Wyte 


What.4s the Jast yrado your 


/ 


Colbeye, conplote 
Some graduate 

NA 

WR 


i ”- 


What Js your agcupat tin? 
i %. 


WHITE 1H OCCUPATION 
CODE LATER, - 


; Ls \) r) 4 


wife). ' 


husband) 


completed? 


Oth or Joss 
HS, toconplete 
5, compote 


* 


Trado, 
College, 


tach or bus. 
Incompota 


Cajlego, complete 


Some graduate 
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Unck dled 
Skil led 
Clerical 
fhe meh ; 
ff) oyed, ratired 
: hore to 
Oth 
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And the mecuneyAs of your He wi 
hus 


CODE LATER 


ee 


a * Ne 


What ts your family's ret afoot 


ty 


ty 
. 


For statistical purposes only, 


wo need tu know your total family 


income before taneg fur 1977, 
Stop me whan. tT have ¢pad tho 


-0- 


v7) 


{ 


and) 7 ' 
+ 
Uoskt tod 
Skthled 
Clerical . 
Prafosstonal ( 
Undayloyed, rettrod 
Other ( 


HA a 


im : " 


Protestant 
Cathobte 
Jowlsh 
Othor 


None . \ 5 
NR ge 3 


category that bost describes your 


total family inoue. 


‘ 


\ 


7. t a our ago? . 
: Hebe ttotien’ Seruses—ro-ieswen 
(as (von Yotr-seop-eer-wirot T 
Tithe catequry which host 


describes your due. 


j 


Under $7,000 
7,000 to $9,999" 
10, 000 to $14,999 
165000 to $19,999 
20,000 to $24,999 
26.000" to 34,999 - 
365000 to $50,000 

4 aad and above 


| 
Under 26 


20 -°30 

- 40 
al’- 60 
(iver bl 
tit 


4 ’ 
38. What ts your race? 
White Ll 
Black i 
Other 
- NR 
a 
™ 5 . 
' an all the questtuns | have. G 
you have any comments you wish to makd@ about © : 
anything we've talked about? ‘ 
COOTNG FORK « 
: — Ce a , : 
ot Vhank yeu vary much for partictpat sug. 


We certatnty apprectate your assistance. 
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. pe STUCK ANSHERS 
“ ‘ eo ‘ . c 
: an ee : ‘ . 
LE RESPONDENT SAYS: a PNSHER: ° . 


Who exactly ts doing this survey? 


a” 
2. Who are you oxactly? 
ef 7: 

3, Fst) need to know mure about . 

, this. 
* 
me . : . 
pp 4. Maw ddd you get my ohitd'» name? 
“I (Why am 1 bedng interviewed?) 
y 
\ ve 

b. Ne doesn't have time to talk. r 

6. If respondent balks ot answartng 
oe 

?, — F dan't: know enoygh to answer your 

questions, =” 
® cP) 
0. What are,you golng to do with my 
7 answors? 
t 
W) . 
9, J Vpn't want to answer thee, 


< 
L83q 


ry 
é 
- 


. 


i 


- rn. 
: “ye My 
This qurvey {e belng done by: & resedrch 


diviston of tha Univdrsity of. Loufevilt,. 
Tt ts a 3 yr. wader haed, rojegt.” 7 


10. 


la'rea trying to" yet some ne det { 


nvolimone patterns im Loutsvidle and Jof- 
forson County. : _ 

zt'm @ student working as an “intory lower ° 
for the U of 1. 


The peoplg in charge of the survey WIT? bo 
glad to oxplain It to be Or. BIN) Husk 
at 601-4665 can be contactad for this. pur» 
pose. ‘ vse 


~ - 


(dba was. seloctyg y chance according to a 

s aystoorworked out/by the Univarsity, Your 
opinions are vory¥ Important. (Interviewing * 
soqwono gise wo dnt bo a8 youd). 

. The quostions wan\t toke long. P11 just 

fun thyough them qhttkly. ” : 


a We would apprectato your cooperation; your 


Opinions are a voly doluable part of our 
Work, Could | fonts cal) back at a more 
convantont time 


It's not what you know - f¢'s what you 
ink about cortain things that are Inpor- 
ant, 


The general results will 4 included dit a 
narrative report,* A lot of’ people are boty’ 
asked thaso samo quostions, and a}) answers 
wiPA be kopt strictly conf lgont sa . Ho are 
Interested -1n those quostlons only to suo 
what a lot of poople generaily aro shinkIng 


.. about. 4 


7 


e 


Of course 


. 


you don't have to answor any 


quostion ff 
ng to gat y 
{8 more accu 


you'd rathel not. 
ue Opiolon hecauy 
Reto that way. 


* 


I'm only try- 


% our study 
a: So 


Al. 


l. 


. tenting) _ 


I'm sorry, Str(Ha'am), | am not allowed 


What do yoy mean by that? 


1 


Why did you want to talk about ny 


If respondent asks a 
ralativo to Judge Gor 


gf gradg) grado child? . 


uostton 
n's “crack- 


down” on studants avolding busing 


Pe ae a ey, ee eRe er et ee eae eee bees 


BAP, ee OE eee Nee ee Se ee ee 


Wa're erest- 


explain the quest i ' 
tha questton’ Just as 


f 
t was read. 


in your enswor to 


Although your nate as @ parent 1s belng 
uttilzad for tho (nteryiew, it came to us 
through the random gole¢ctlon of yqur 


{fof gradg) grade child's name. 


On October 16, Judge Gordon announced in 
the local’ nowspapore he would: not-attempt 
to punish those studonts who left the pub- 
Ve schools to avoid being bused, 
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65-66 
66-67 . 
67-68 
68-69 
ho. 695.70 
10-71 
-22° 
2273: 
13-74 
5 e75 
75-76 
16-77 
T1378 
78079, | 


PUBLIC 
95,691 
99,924 


107,340. 


110,500 
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113,115"? 


146,404 


116,324 
114,800 . 


M131 
103,837 
92,081 9!" 


“87,249 : 
82, 141 : 
ys 2 


NON-PUBLAC 
46,165 


M4 622 


739,447. 
36,105 


34 y654 


“30,592 
28,033 - 
abies? os 
Pera 
‘ £27, 95 


305329 


| w 944 
“3, 991 
“yy yb 


; WRITE “aie 
Toray? » AGERE Rites 
ENROLLMENT * lh Wis... 

141,856 © 149330 — 
: = 


144,546 - 
146,787. 
é v4 \ 
146 ¥70§. 
147,769. 
146 ,996 
148,257, 


anges? &. 


“136 5849 - 
_ 131,782 


‘122,410 


“120,193, 
116,132 
1105808 


152,178 


--164°%53 


156,584. 
156,730 


155,340 
152,957 
150,055 
146,205 


142,594 


139,816 


136,706 


156,177 
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: 1948-59 


1949. -£0 


1950661 
‘ Re 
1957-64 
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1953-44 
‘ A ar ' 
1954-66 « 


1955-66 


1960-7) 


1956-67 
1957-68 
1958-69 


1959-70 


1961-72 “4 
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here yr ee ae a enn om ee 


LOTAL WHITH 
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1943-34 
1944—55 
1945-56 
1946-57 
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1948-59 
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1950-61 
1951-62 
(1952-63 
1953-64 
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1956-67 
lsspie 
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§.959-70 


1960-71 


Nigokr | 


aga 20R 
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131,404 
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150,055 
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142,594 
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to hich: all elements of our community are ob Rt Se 
offer this statement on behalf of the Archdiocese 7 Louisville and = ‘ 


"" orders who staff many. of our @atholic™ ‘schoals, . and. representat 


“ ' 
. 6 ‘ 
© * . 


February, 27, 1974 . 


. a 
\ 
r vo s 


A Statenent on pre ‘Inte ration * . “% 
"by vate ialiee Thomas Je Mcdonough n 


a 
vs , 3 mh 


nae ; 
; oe a : y 
& t = ies Le u 


‘on iecanbet 28, 1973, che or 1F: : Civcuit Court: ee ae 


Appeds orderéd a ig La plan’ prepared for the Loulsville,. |. : 
Jefferson County, and Anc orage School Districts -to go into effect | 


~ 


eo ithe bem nning of the 1974-1975 school: year, —~ . ” 


This order presents a sét of oppor tnt ties and. aveb leis - 3 
iged to respond. — I “40 


the Catholic schools within the: Archdiocese. I do so af tevscansulta® 
tion with the Archdiocesan - ‘Schoo! Board, the religious ent 
ves 


of various Archdiocesan -agénctes and: commni ssitons, concerned pa 
communi ty” issues. . . a my 


tate 


ao . As a background fo iy. “statement: I sive the basit pring ie 
cipTe ‘defined by the ]U..S. Supremé Court 20 years ago in one of the 


« 
i — 


‘most momentous decisions ‘dn our'Wational history: "Separate edutatTonal 
‘facilittes are inherently unequal," (Brown v. Topeka, May 17, 1954.) 


It is in, the light of this principle that’?one must consider theo] low- 
ing points which are contained in, the text of the December fs opinion: ' 
of the’ Sixth U. S. Circuit: Court of ale c 
1. The Jetiardon County School District has 96000 dilenes, 

-* approximately fgur per cent of whom are black, Sixty- 

five per cent of all students are bused to: school.. 


* 2. Between 1956- 1957 and 1972-1973, the-percentagd of black .. 
- $tuden'ts tn the Louisville’ School District increased from. 
‘+ 26.4 £07 50, Fe Over 80 per cent of the schools in the 
- Louisville choo] District are Teeny identifiable, . P 
3." The Supreme.. Court ;has ruled that a school district must 
.- “elimtnate from the,public schools all vestéges of state~ 
imposed segregation." A large number of racially igenti- 
fiable schools in a schodl district that:formerly practiced. ° 
seareadtion by law gives rise to a presumption that Panes 
‘purpose.has, not been fulfidled. 


- } c 


** 4, A school: board: is required’ to take affirmative action’ ., 

"5 to bar future discrimination and to see that no additional | 
‘schools become "racially idedtjfiable."' It cannog. be. . . 

a nee in yrespect . to student. AS ReNS on 


¥ 


. 


is 


5. The Court does not require use of any particular method 

". nor approve ig advance any particular device to eliminate 

_ all vestiges of state imposed, segregation in Jefferson County. 

| As one studies the Court order and notes with misgivings 
the controversy which it has sparked, it is impossible not to recall 
that’ in 1956 our comunity basked in ‘the ee limelight for its 
leadership in efficient and orderly public school deseYregation. 
Eighteen years later, we must humbly and candidly ask the painful * 
question: What fas gone wrong? 


The first thing that must be Said in reply is that the 
issue which confronts us is not simply a "school problem." I[t is 
a community problem. I[t is a problem for whose creation and solution 
everyone in the aaa, must ,accept a share of responsibility. 

Wet enpts to fix blame “after the fact" are usual ly Pere 
‘pleasant nor profitable exercises. But in the present situation we 
-must reflect on the missed/opportunities during the past 18.years to 
déal constructively as a Communi ty with the problem which now con- 
fronts us. One thinks of the rejection of promising plans 
school merger, of tnvariable: resistance tai ef forts to eek better 
distribution for low-cost housing throughd "the metropolitan area, 

os decaying public transportation.system, of mere lip service, 

given to- fair enploymert a and open-~ hous ing laws. 


We have, excellent reason to be proud of the progress our 
community has made in many areas in recent,years. We have done 
well in terms of brick and mortar, but have our priorities been at 
fault? _To borrow a word from the Circutt Gourt's decision have we 
been "neutral about facing up to our most pressing human and Social, | 
prob lems ? : _ 
The present Court order for the descaregation of the. 
public schools presents serious questions for our local Catholic 
sehools, comprising as they do.the largest, ee school system 
in the area. To deal with some of these questions in a Concrete 
fashion, the Arthdiocesan School Board has recommended, and I have 
approved, the following statement of principles and applications in 
respect to admission practices for our Catholic schools: 


l "Principles ‘ | . * & 
td . « 


e 


. a) wot 
A, The basic purpose of Catholic schools is to assure : : 
that Catholic truths and values are fully integrated 
with the student's hife and acadgnic' program. tudants 
should Wot apply: unless they desire and inténd to'\ | _ 
participate. fully in the réligious program oe the s hool., ior 


ae . A. _ \ mK 


a: 


{ mo 


- 


. ’ \ ', , . 
B. Catholic schools. must not become havens for those 
trying to escape integrated public schools. 


C. Catholic schools should emphasize the broadening os 
and enriching educational opportunities afforded’ in \ 


a, culturally and racially mixed school situations, - °° K / 
\« . . 


efforts actively to recruit teachers “ enroll ote 
mens, to achieve racial integration, 


‘De Cathol{e schools shduld continue and intensify their ©! | 7 
/ 


E, No staff or prograin expansion, nor the addi tionfugf 
. classrooms, will, be permitted without explicit Ser- 
“ missién of the School Office. ‘ 


F. Criteria for available studgnt aid, sone programs , 
‘grants, and scholarships shall continue to feature 
first consideration to students from low-income oy 
families, (Applicable to ‘high sthools only.) os 


t - ‘ ae 


~ TT: Application of Principles 


A. -Priorities for Fiera ut - 


~ In the admission of students to elementary schools, the 
order of priority shall be as follows. Within each : 
classification, first consideration shall be given to 
. thé objective, of furthering racial integration. , an 
1. £hildren of active parishibners : se 
i children from families with children already efrolled 
\b. children now reaching school age 
vchMdrén from families newly moved into the parish 
“\ whose children have been in Catholic schools where ¢ 
a were available. 


ae Children “from nonparish families with students aueety 
‘enrolled in the school, : i 


3. Transfer students from other Catholic schools: 
a. from parish schools yale closing, . # 
b. from parishes not offamng full program, 1-8, a : 


4, . Chtldren, of other saute ones may be admitted’ 
; only’ {fon the basis of pdrsonal interview the aa 
esignated parish authority judges the intent and c ‘ 
motivation to be tr accord with the highest itdeats 
of Catholic edtication, and with the explicit per- 


_\' misston of the Schgol Office.” 


? Me 


Lay | 


catholics from other areas, non- 

) may be admitted only tf if on sa 
/ acer ies the designate Gia tad palis 
es the intent and ae oh to be in 
‘the highest ideals‘of Catholic edugation, 
he explicit permission of the Schoo)’ Office. 


5. Qthen students , 
atholic tran 
basis of peys 
authority Jj 
accord w' 
and withy 


y 


A ageept ing trans fer students , classes may be filled ¢ 
ws t not exceed State neguranionys 
fe J 

for High Schools 


NO. 
Be 
“édmiss ion of students to high schools, the order ’ 
jority shall be as follows. Within each classifi- 


Won, first consideration shall be given to the eneonys 
f/ furthering racial integration. 


Brothers and sisters of students already enrolled, 
Transfer students from Flaget High School. 


. * 
Ninth grade students who dre registered and active 
members, of area parishes (perennial "feeder" schools). 


Students From ‘Catholic fami] ies relocating from other : 

localities, who have been’ in Catholic’ schools where such 

were available. 

% ° wi 
5. Other Catholic students fyom area parishes may be ‘ 

admitted only if, on the cn of personal interview, 
the principal Judges the’ intent and motivation to be 

/ * dn accord’ with the highest ideals of Catholit education. 


1s 6, Other students (Catholics from other areas, non- 
Fd Catholic.transférs) may be admitted only if, on the 

basis of personal interview, the principal judges the 

intent and motivation to be in accord with the Haahest 

ideals of Catholic education.. ; 

a In announcing these guidelines; I emphasize the”: ; 
philosophy withih which they have been formu)ated. J reaffirm the 
basic moral cae concerning racial digcrimination which was 
proclaimed by, the Catholic ‘Bishops of a United States in 1943, 

\ 1958, i 1963: y . 


“We insist that thé heart of the race question is moral 
? and religious. It concerns the rights of man and our attitude 
toward our fellow an. . . Discrimination based on the 
8 "accidental fact of race or color, and as such injurious to. 
jhugan rights, regardless of personal qualities’ or achteve- 
‘ments, cannot be reconciled with the truth that God has.’ 
& created all men with equal vi ie and equal ae © 


‘Tt will not be enough for our Catholic parishes and schoo 


. We reaffirm that segregation implies that peopla of 

one race are not fit to associate with another by sole fact | 
of race and regardless of indtvidual qualities . .. . We ° 
_cannot reconcile -such a judgment with they Christian view of 
man's nature and rights. 

In view of tHe gravity of the mora] ae at issue, 

s to decline ' 

to serve as havens for those trying to escape integrated schools 
or simply to refrain from staff or progten expansion. / : 


I wholeheartedly appeae as official Ancidioeesan policy 
the School Board's directive that Catholic schools actively 
should recruit teachers and enroll students to achieve racial ’ 


tional opportunities af forded in culturally a&d racially mixed 


- integration, and-that they should emphasize Ke enriching educa~ 


. school situations, 


- Furthermore, I remind the pastors and people of the 


| Archdiocese that if Catholic school integration is. to be tore than ' ; 


mere paternalism or. tokenism, racial integration must occur: - ‘ 
within the larger parish ena ie Our parishes and th@ir various 
organizations should make pos{tive attempts to bring aboflt reighbor- 


hood racial integration through effective dpen-housing policies, 


We should develop more effective “outreach" progtons to serve 


disadvantaged minority groups. 


t direct the Office of Catholic Schools and the Arch- 


"diocesan School Board to offer their service to all the schools of the” 


Ad ate to assist them in carrying out the policies stated above. 
request that—by September 1, 1974, these agencies submit to me a ‘ 
comprehensive report on the progress which has been made by the schools. 


Similarly, I direct the Archdiocesan Commission on 
Peace and Justice to offer its services to our parishes in working 
towards the broader objectives of parish integration. I request 
a progress report by September 1, 1974. 
‘The ‘Archdtocese af touisvitiey its. schools, and its 
agencies stand ready ‘to work with -al1 other groups in the community 
in finding the best,solutions to the challenge presented to us by 
the recent Sixth U. S. Circuit Court decision. By resolutely putting 


aside any temptations: to an evasive “neutrality” in the face of 
‘the great social and mogal issues of our. time, we will prove worthy 


of ‘the heritage of our. Faith and'best serve the interest of our 
total conmunity.. ° : ee 
, vw « “ ; 
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“schools, I issued a statement on school desegregation in, Louisville and 


regation, 


* by the Archdiocese. 


2/12/75 


& : 4 ‘ 


RACIAL JUSTICE, SCHOOL DESEGREGATION, AND ; ; / 


A Statement by Archbishop Thomas J. McDonough 


\ 


ve 
4 


| - ee 7 
On 7 27, 1974, dn Die of the Archdigcese’ of Lowisville and its’. 


Jefferson County:. A complex series of legal development§ since that date . 
leaves uncertain the exact hature and timing of further actions to remove 

from the public schools "all vestiges of state-imposed segregation." 

This temporary uncertainty, ‘however, must not distract us from our continu- 
ing grave moral responsibility in respect to racial justice and school deseg- - 


a 


I again reaffirm my full support of repeated statements of the Catholic 

Bishops of the United States that segregation implies that members of one 

race are not fit for free association with other’ by the sole fact of race 
and regardless of individual qual{ties. Such a judgment cannot be reconciled — 
with-the Christian view of man's nature and rights, (Cf. statements of Cath- 
olic Bishops of the United States of 1943, 1958, and’ 1963.) 


i Sl schools are now involved in preregistration and program-planning for 
e next school year, I reemphasize the basic principles of last year's 
statement and reafftrm as Archdiocesan policy the g¥idelines for admission : 
to Catholic schools. A summary of these guidelines is beiny sant to all — | 
pastors and school administrators in the Archdiocese,  . 
4 . aA : 
Because of their importance, I wish to recall here three principles con~ - ) 
tained in last year's statement: 
Per raids schools must not become havens for those trying to escape 
‘integrated public schools. : 
j 


2, Catholic schools actively shold recruit teachers and students to 
achieve racial {ntegration. ° . ; 


parishes as a whole throu 


neighborhpod racial integration, the 
, evelopment of “outreach, 


service programs, and all other available. 


have applied conscientiously and effectively the admissions guidelines estab- 
lished last yéar. I commend them for their efforts and. ask their continuing 
commitment. In a few casés theYe may have been some confusion and inconsist- 
ency in interpreting the/guidelines. I expect that every effort will be 

made to eliminate thesd problems so that in the coming year our Cathol tc \\ 
schools will offer ar Aincompromising witness to the standards established 
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I also wish to commend various positive efforts which have been made by - 
the schools to promote racial integration and understanding; for example, 
the student exchang@ programs and the pilot program+in black studi@s now 
being developéd by the Office of Catholic Schools and a ‘group of p&rochial 


schools. Also worthy of citation is the joint. recruitment program under- 
taken by the Catholic high schools to increase : aed studefts, 


I renew my ‘appead for the pursuit of racial justice not just’ in terms of * 
school desegregation, but in every aspect of social and aconomic Fife,. “This . 
. Holy Year calls us as Catholics to the ministry of reconciliation, Jn the *¢ 
history of our country, no group has suffered ander such general and such 
cruel discrimination as our black citizens. The call to recanciliation, 
therefore, compels us to unite in eliminating the many forms of blatant dis-: 
crimination against black people which still exist im housing, employment, 


f* and many areas af economic life. . - ; ° 


f 
In my Holy Year pastoral letter last December I called upon the pariskes ‘in 
the Archdiocese to inaugurate programs of prayer, study, and’ action. in respect 
to the social teaching of the Church. To assist the parishes. {n carrying out 
this mandate, the Archdiocesan Commission on Peace and Justice will present 
during Lent a series of workshops for parish leaders in various parts of the 
Archdiocese. Major emphasis will be placed upon the Church's teaching on 
racial justice. -I ask’participation in, the warkshops and application of 
their results at the parish level. 


. 


The courts which must make the decision ‘as to the precise means to be used 
‘to "eliminate from the public schools all vestiges of state-imposed segrega-. 

: . , tion" have a very difficult task. They. are dealing with the accumulated, 

; ~ evilS of generations of discrimination and segregation in every area of com- 
munity life. 

6 


H)story and common sense tell] us there can be no easy and comfortable solu- 

» ,  tlons to such deep-rooted problems. Qur resolve at ‘this point must be that 
when the final court decisions are. handed down, we shall see to it that they 
are carrted out in an aig and peaceful fashion without disruption of 
community life or harm to the schools and their, pupils. 


[ appeal to all mpmbers of the Archdiocese of LouisviJle and to our fellow 
citizens of every religious persuasion to make the cause of racial justice 
one.of the highest priorities in the community life we share. In this effort 
let us join both in work and in prayer. 
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ENROLLMENT FOR GRADES 1-12, 
‘CONTIGUOUS COUNTIES 
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TRANSFER TO NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
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